South Coast
Air Quality Management District

m 21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-2000 www.agmd.gov

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE A DRAFT NEGATIVE
DECLARATION

PROJECT TITLE: ULTRAMAR INC., VALERO WILMINGTON REF INERY
RULE 1105.1 COMPLIANCE PROJECT

In accordance with the California Environmental @yact (CEQA), the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) is the Lead Agency &ad prepared a Negative Declaration for
the project identified above pursuant to CEQA Glings 815189 — Compliance with Performance
Standard of Treatment Requirement Rule or Regulatidhe purpose of this Notice of Intent
(NOI) is to solicit comments on the environmentaklgsis contained in the Draft Negative
Declaration.

This letter, the attached NOI, and the Draft NagatDeclaration do not require any action or
response from you. The purpose of these docunesisiply to provide information to you on the
above project. If the proposed project has noibgayn you or your organization, no action on
your part is necessary.

The Draft Negative Declaration can be obtained fiS@AQMD Headquarters, by calling the
SCAQMD’s Public Information Center at (909) 396-208r by accessing the SCAQMD website
at http:www.agmd.gov/ceqa/nonagmd.html.

Comments focusing on your area of expertise, yganay’s area of jurisdiction, or issues relative
to the environmental analysis should be addressddrt James Koizumi at the address shown
above, sent by FAX to (909) 396-3324 or e-mailed hibp://www.jkoizumi@agmd.gov.
Comments must be received no later than 5:00 mnMarch 7, 2007. Please include the name and
phone number of the contact person for your orgdiaia.

Project Applicant: Ultramar Inc., Valero Wilmington Refinery

St Smith_

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor

Planning, Rules, and Area Sources
(909) 396-3054

Date: February 6, 2007 Signature:

Reference: California Code of Regulations, Title 4, 8815072, 15073, 15105, and 15371



SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, California 91765-482

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Project Title:

Ultramar Inc., Valero Wilmington Refinery Rule 1108 ompliance Project

Project Location:

The Ultramar Inc., Valero Wilmington Refinery isclted at 2402 East Anaheim Street, Wilmington (Los
Angeles), California.

Description of Nature, Purpose, and Beneficiariesfd®roject:

The Ultramar Inc., Valero Wilmington Refinery isgposing to install one new electrostatic precipitat
(ESP) and continue operating the two existing E&P<omply with the South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 1105.1 — Reduction of PMib@ Ammonia Emissions from Fluid Catalytic
Cracking Units.

Lead Agency: Division:

South Coast Air Quality Management District PlagniRule Development and Area Sources

Draft ND and all Supporting Documentation are Avaibble at:

SCAQMD Headquarters Or by Calling:
21865 Copley Drive (909) 396-2039
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

The Draft Negative Declaration is also availableAzgessing:
http://www.agmd.gov/cega/nonagmd.html

The proposed project will not have a statewidejorea) and area-wide significance, therefore, a
CEQA scoping meeting is not required (pursuant ublié Resources Code §21083.9(a)(2)) and,
thus, was not held for the proposed project.

The Public Notice of Intent is provided through thefollowing:
M Los Angeles Times (February 6, 2007) M AQMD Website M AQMD Mailing List

Draft ND Review Period:
February 6, 2007 through March 7, 2007

CEQA Contact Person: Phone Number: E-Mail Address
James Koizumi (909) 396-3234 [koizumi@agmd.gov
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Ultramar Inc., Valero Wilmington Refinery SCAQMD Ru le 1105.1 Compliance Project

ULTRAMAR INC.
VALERO WILMINGTON REFINERY
RULE 1105.1 COMPLIANCE PROJECT
1.0 INTRODUCTION

On November 7, 2003, the South Coast Air QualitynBtgement District (SCAQMD) adopted
Rule 1105.1 - Reduction of PM10 and Ammonia Emissitom Fluid Catalytic Cracking Units
(FCCUSs), and certified the Final Environmental Asseent for Proposed Rule 1105.1 (2003 Final
EA, SCAQMD No. 012403BAR). The SCAQMD Rule 110&dgtablishes new emission limits for
filterable particulate emissions of 10 micronsesd (PM10) and ammonia effective December 31,
2008, for the refinery FCCUs. To comply with RdA&05.1 by the final compliance date, the
Ultramar Refinery operators propose to install e electrostatic precipitator (ESP) downstream
of its two existing ESPs to further control PM10issions and meet the SCAQMD’s Rule 1105.1
emission limits.

The FCCU at the Ultramar Refinery plays a majoe ol Refinery operations by upgrading heavy
gas oils to lighter, more valuable hydrocarbonsie FCCU processes a feed mixture of oils and
produces motor gasoline blending products, heatynepahtha, and debutanized gasoline. In
addition, a considerable amount of liquefied petoh gas is produced as feed to the Alkylation
Unit. Other products produced by the FCCU inclsllery and light cycle oils, which are used for

heavy fuel oil, distillate blending, and feeding@t process units.

The fluid catalytic cracking process involves reatt catalyst regeneration, and product
separation. During catalyst regeneration, hot @ias is generated and sent to pollution control
equipment before discharging to atmosphere. Tie @las flows through two existing parallel

ESPs to control particulate matter (PM) and disgbarto the atmosphere via the FCCU stack.
Ammonia can be injected upstream of the ESPs taliton the particulate and enhance PM

removal efficiency.

This document, prepared pursuant to the CalifoEm&ironmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public
Resources Code 21000 et seq., constitutes a Nedaaelaration for the Ultramar Rule 1105.1
Compliance Project. Further, this Negative Detlanahas been prepared pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines 815189 — Compliance with Performancen@®ted or Treatment Requirement Rule or
Regulation, which applies to projects intended Igale comply with a performance standard or
treatment requirement which was the subject of evipus environmental analysis. When
preparing a negative declaration on a compliancgept the lead agency shall, to the greatest
extent feasible, use the previous environmentalysisa(CEQA Guidelines 815189(a)). In this
case, the previous environmental analysis regartfiagpotential adverse impacts associated with
complying with Rule 1105.1 refers to the analysiatained in the 2003 Final EA. Therefore, the
SCAQMD is relying on the analysis in the 2003 Fiaf in the preparation of this Negative
Declaration for the Ultramar Rule 1105.1 CompliaRceject.

1-1



Chapter 1: Project Description

1.1 AGENCY AUTHORITY

California Public Resources Code 821000 et,sezuires that the environmental impacts of
proposed “projects” be evaluated and that feasit#éhods to reduce, avoid or eliminate significant
adverse impacts be identified and implemented. Ultmar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance

Project constitutes a “project” as defined by CEQWA fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the

SCAQMD is the “lead agency” for the Ultramar Refyn&ule 1105.1 Compliance Project and, as
such, is the agency that prepared the 2003 FinabEAvell as this current Negative Declaration. In
addition, as the public agency with primary apptoaathority over the proposed project, the
SCAQMD now has prepared this Negative Declaratmraddress the potential environmental
impacts associated with the Ultramar Refinery RL185.1 Compliance Project, specifically, the
installation of one new ESP (CEQA Guidelines §15189

The lead agency is the public agency that has thecipal responsibility for carrying out or
approving a project that may have a significanteasly effect upon the environment (Public
Resources Code 821067). Since the SCAQMD hasrdedesgt responsibility for supervising or
approving the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Commpim Project as a whole, it was determined
that the SCAQMD would be the most appropriate mubljency to act as lead agency for the
proposed project (CEQA Guidelines 815051(b)).

To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCKQ is relying on the 2003 Final EA for Rule
1105.1 that was certified in November 2003 andgrapared this Negative Declaration to address
other potential adverse environmental impacts as®ut with the construction and operation of
one new ESP downstream of the two existing pargi&#®s at the Ultramar Refinery.

1.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The purpose of the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.in@Gleance Project is to comply with emission
limits in Rule 1105.1, which will reduce PM10 angiraonia emissions from the FCCU located at
the Ultramar Refinery in Wilmington.

1.3 BACKGROUND CEQA DOCUMENTS

The impacts associated with implementing SCAQMDeRL105.1 were evaluated in the following
CEQA documents. A chronological summary of the @Edpcuments prepared for SCAQMD
Rule 1105.1 is presented below.

Notice of Preparation/lnitial Study of an Enviromrme Assessment for Proposed Rule
1105.1 - Reduction of PM10 and Ammonia EmissionmfiFluid Catalytic Cracking Units,
September 10, 2002 (SCAQMD No. 091002BAR).

A Notice of Preparation and Initial Study (NOP/if®y Rule 1105.1 was released for a 30-day
public review and comment period from September2l®?2 to October 15, 2002. The NOP/IS
included a project description, project locatiom, @nvironmental checklist and a preliminary
discussion of potential adverse environmental &fébat may result from implementing Rule

1-2



Ultramar Inc., Valero Wilmington Refinery SCAQMD Ru le 1105.1 Compliance Project

1105.1. The NOPI/IS identified the topics of “airadjty” and “hazards and hazardous materials” as
the only areas that may be adversely affected Ipjeimenting Rule 1105.1. One comment letter
regarding the NOP/IS was received. The NOP/ISudiog the comment letter and its responses,
has been archived in Appendix C of the Final EA Rule 1105.1 and can be obtained by
contacting the SCAQMD's Public Information Centdr (809) 396-2039 or by visiting the
following website at:

http://www.aqmd.gov/cega/documents/2003/agmd/fiAdHEA_1105.doc

Draft Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rul@511 - Reduction of PM10 and
Ammonia Emissions from Fluid Catalytic Cracking t$niJanuary 24, 2003 (SCAQMD,
No. 012403BAR).

The Draft EA for Rule 1105.1, which was a subs#itdbcument for an environmental impact
report (EIR) prepared pursuant to CEQA Guideliné82%2, was released for a 45-day public
review and comment period from January 28, 2008uth March 13, 2003. The Draft EA
included a comprehensive project description, argegon of the existing setting that could be
adversely affect by the proposed project, analgtithe potential adverse environmental impacts
(air quality and hazards/hazardous materials), datme impacts, mitigation measures, project
alternatives and all other relevant topics requbgCEQA (Relationship Between Short-Term and
Long-Term Productivity, Significant Irreversible Hronmental Changes and Potential Growth-
Inducing Impacts). The Draft EA analyzed refinspecific impacts as well as impacts from the
rule as a whole. The Draft EA also included a copyhe NOP/IS, copies of comment letters
received on the NOP/IS, and responses to all comtetiers received on the NOP/IS. It was
concluded in the Draft EA that implementation ofld&Ri105.1 would result in potential significant
adverse impacts to air quality during constructionthe installation of new air pollution control
devices. Hazards/hazardous materials impacts @mreluded to be insignificant. The Draft EA
can be obtained by contacting the SCAQMD's Puhlicrmation Center at (909) 396-2039.

Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed RuUl@51l - Reduction of PM10 and
Ammonia Emissions from Fluid Catalytic Cracking niSeptember 30, 2003 (SCAQMD,
No. 012403BAR, certified November 7, 2003).

The Final Environmental Assessment for Proposede RLl05.1 (2003 Final EA) included
applicable changes to the text of the previous tCE&f and the responses to comments received
during the 45-day public review and comment periothe SCAQMD received three comment
letters on the Draft EA during the public commeetipd. The comment letters and their responses
were included in Appendix E of the 2003 Final EFhe SCAQMD concluded that implementation
of Rule 1105.1 could result in significant advenmsgacts to air quality during the construction
phase to modify existing or install new air poltuticontrol equipment. The Final EA analyzed
refinery-specific impacts as well as impacts frdm tule as a whole. Mitigation measures for
construction emissions were incorporated into B@32Final EA and a Statement of Findings and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations for the enpentation of Rule 1105.1 were also adopted.
The 2003 Final EA was certified by the SCAQMD Gaweg Board on November 7, 2003. The
2003 Final EA, which includes comment letters retato the Draft EA and their responses (which
are archived in Appendix E), the NOP/IS (which nehaved in Appendix C), and comment letters
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Chapter 1: Project Description

relative to the NOP/IS and their responses (whrehaachived in Appendix D) can be obtained by
contacting the SCAQMD's Public Information Centdr (809) 396-2039 or by visiting the
following website at:

http://www.aqmd.gov/cega/documents/2003/agmd/fiAdHEA_1105.doc

The SCAQMD is relying on these documents in thelysig for the proposed Ultramar Rule
1105.1 Compliance Project.

1.4 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Subsequent to the adoption of Rule 1105.1 andfication of the 2003 Final EA, the Western
States Petroleum Association (WSPA) filed a lawsagainst the SCAQMD challenging the
certification of the 2003 Final EA and approval Réile 1105.1 (WSPA vs. SCAQMD et al,
Superior Court of California, County of Los Angel€ase No. BS087190). The lawsuit asserted,
among other things, that emission reductions tadigeved from implementing Rule 1105.1 were
over-estimated, implementation of Rule 1105.1 woubd be cost effective, and that the CEQA
document failed to consider all environmental intpaxf available emissions control technologies
to comply with the emission limits. The judge fouhat all the contentions made by WSPA were
without merit. WSPA filed an appeal of this judgmdWSPA vs. SCAQMD et al, Court of
Appeal of the State of California, Second Appell@tstrict, Division Seven, Case No. B181303)
and the court once again concluded that WSPA’smaegiis were without merit. Further, the court
concluded that the SCAQMD met its obligation und&#QA to conduct an environmental
assessment of Rule 1105.1. Therefore, in accoedawith Public Resources Code (PRC)
821167.3(b), the 2003 Final EA has been determimedmply with CEQA.

15 BASIS FOR DECISION TO PREPARE A NEGATIVE DECLAR ATION

The SCAQMD was the lead agency responsible forgneg the 2003 Final EA and is the public

agency that has the primary responsibility for apprg the currently proposed project. Therefore,
the SCAQMD is the appropriate lead agency to evelttee potential environmental effects of the
currently proposed project which is the subjecthi$ Negative Declaration. The SCAQMD has

determined that a Negative Declaration is the gmte document to evaluate the proposed
modifications at the Ultramar Refinery to complytwihe requirements of Rule 1105.1.

The SCAQMD has a certified regulatory program parduto PRC 821080.5 applicable to its
regulatory program (promulgation of rules and ragahs), but not to its stationary source
permitting program. CEQA Guidelines 815187 reqiisgencies (including agencies whose
regulatory programs have been certified by the Ress Agency pursuant to §21080.5 of the
PRC) to perform an environmental analysis of thasomably foreseeable methods by which
compliance with a rule or regulation will be acledvat the time of the adoption of a rule,
regulation, or requiring the installation of air lljption control equipment, as long as the
environmental analysis includes the following:
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* An analysis of reasonably foreseeable environmémiadcts of the methods of compliance;

* An analysis of reasonably foreseeable feasiblegatibn measures relating to those impacts;
and

* An analysis of reasonably foreseeable alternativeama of compliance with the rule or
regulation, which would avoid or eliminate the itBaed impacts (CEQA Guidelines
§15187(c)(1-3)).

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 prepared by tBAQMD complies with the requirements of
CEQA Guidelines 815187. Furthermore, the 2003 IFEAacontained a refinery-specific analysis
of the impacts associated with complying with théey including the estimated impacts of the
Ultramar Refinery’s compliance with Rule 1105.1.

CEQA Guidelines 815189 establishes requirementghierlead agency to evaluate projects that
consist solely of compliance with a performancendtad or treatment standard, which were the
subject of an environmental analysis described HQ& Guidelines 815187. In preparing a
negative declaration, mitigated negative declanabo EIR on the compliance project that was
subject to a prior environmental analysis, the lagdncy for the compliance project shall to the
greatest extent feasible use the environmentalsisgbrepared pursuant to 815187, i.e., the prior
environmental analysis (CEQA Guidelines 815189(8))erefore, the SCAQMD is relying on the
analysis in the 2003 Final EA in the preparationtto§ Negative Declaration for the Ultramar
Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project.

To comply with Rule 1105.1, the 2003 Final EA assdrthat all of the existing ESPs at five of the
six refineries would either be replaced with newdels or rebuilt by December 31, 2006 or by
December 31, 2008, if a requested extension wasoag@p. The Negative Declaration for the
Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projetieseand incorporates the assumptions used in
the 2003 Final EA impacts analysis. However, far Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance
project, the negative declaration refines thesermpsons to incorporate the Ultramar Refinery’'s
specific compliance situation.

» The 2003 Final EA assumed that only one ESP woellddmolished and constructed or rebuilt
at a time. The Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Caoaryle project will build one new ESP and
will not demolish either of the two existing ESPBhis reduces construction impacts from the
proposed project to below what was previously aredyin the 2003 Final EA.

« The 2003 Final EA assumed that the demolition ofeaisting ESP and the construction
activities to rebuild a new ESP would occur as Bhaa and lla, respectively, and plate
cleaning preparation of an existing ESP and coaostnu activities to rebuild the existing ESP
would occur as Phases Ib and lIb, respectivelyer@mns of the new and/or modified ESPs
would occur as Phase 3. Instead, the Ultramar R@@5.1 Compliance Project involves
relocating some existing structures near the ewqyd8SPs and constructing one new ESP. This
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Chapter 1: Project Description

reduces construction impacts to below what wasipusly estimated and analyzed in the 2003
Final EA, as no demolition of existing ESPs is rieeqlt

» The use of specific types of construction equipnveais assumed in the analysis of the 2003
Final EA for demolition and construction activitie3he Ultramar Refinery will use a slightly
different construction equipment mix than what v@aslyzed in the 2003 Final EA for these
two activities (see Appendix A for further details)Construction impacts will be reduced
compared to what was previously analyzed in the32P@al EA, as less equipment will be
required.

» The 2003 Final EA assumed demolition and conswodctivities would occur for a maximum
of 16 hours per day. For the Ultramar Refinery eRafl05.1 Compliance Project, peak
construction activities are expected to occur aimam of eight hours per day throughout the
entire project. Fewer hours of operation reducaiy cconstruction emissions and related
impacts compared to what was previously analyzethen2003 Final EA as fewer hours of
construction per day are expected (see Table agk B-12 herein).

 The 2003 Final EA assumed no or limited constructemissions from grading activities
because the refinery operators were assumed toldéntte old ESPs and install new ESPs on
the same foundations as the old ESPs. The Ultr&efnery Rule 1105.1 project is consistent
with this assumption. The Ultramar Refinery operatwill construct a new ESP and leave the
existing ESPs in place. As a result, grading iseetgr to be limited to approximately 0.05 acre
for the construction of the new foundation for thew ESP, so only minimal grading is
expected.

Accordingly, because the Ultramar Refinery Rule 3.10Compliance Project has the potential to
only affect air quality, pursuant to CEQA Guidebng15187 and 815189, the SCAQMD is only
required to complete a further project specific Igsia of the air quality impacts during

construction activities as to what was previouslyalgzed in the 2003 Final EA. The

environmental analysis in Chapter 2 of this docundgmonstrates that the construction and
operation of one new ESP will not cause a new Bagmt adverse environmental impact or make
substantially worse, (i.e., beyond what was analyme the 2003 Final EA), an existing

environmental impact requiring an EIR. An analysisthe environmental topics in the CEQA
Guidelines indicates that the proposed project wdt result in any new significant adverse
environmental impacts, particularly air quality stmction impacts; therefore, a Negative
Declaration is the appropriate CEQA document ferghoposed project.

1.6 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project will occur at the UltramariRefy, which is located at 2402 East Anaheim
Street, in the Wilmington District of the City ofok Angeles in the southern portion of Los
Angeles County (see Figure 1-1). The proposed fications are entirely within the property
boundaries of the Ultramar Refinery.
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Chapter 1: Project Description

The Refinery is bounded to the north by Anaheine&tand industrial uses. Also northward of
Anaheim Street is another major refinery compl&ke Ultramar Refinery is bounded on the south
by an area used previously for oil field productfaailities and which is now developed for marine
cargo transport and storage facilities and othetr &fd_ong Beach related uses. A Hydrogen Plant
is located adjacent to and immediately wafstthe Ultramar Refinery (west of the Dominguez
Channel) on Henry Ford Avenue. To the west of Méfard Avenue are additional industrial and
commercial uses and the Port of Los Angeles. Te dhst are automobile storage yards, a
cogeneration plant and a petroleum coke calcinilagtp The Terminal Island Freeway (State
Route 103) runs through the Refinery boundarielstorically, there were oil production facilities
scattered throughout this general area, none othwlaire currently producing. The closest
residential area is about one mile northwest oR&&nery in Wilmington.

1.7 LAND USE AND ZONING

The Refinery is located in the Wilmington Distradtthe City of Los Angeles within southern Los
Angeles County. The community of Wilmington is geally urbanized and includes a substantial
amount of industrial and port-related developmente Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach are
located along the coastal boundary of Wilmington.

The Wilmington area is bordered by the Harbor Fage@interstate 110) on the west, the Long
Beach Freeway (Interstate 710) on the east, theDsago Freeway (Interstate 405) on the north
and the Pacific Ocean on the south. The Domingilemnel runs adjacent to the Refinery from
the north to the south. Railroad tracks servieediea along the western boundary of the Refinery
and along Alameda Street.

The proposed project is consistent with the zoniog the Refinery (M3-1) and with the
Wilmington-Harbor City Plan (City of Los Angeles999). All proposed modifications would
occur within the confines of the existing UltranRefinery.

1.8 EXISTING REFINERY OPERATION

Crude oils and distillates (both of which are aisterred to as feedstocks), used by the Ultramar
Refinery to produce gasoline and other petroleundyets, are delivered to marine terminals in the
Port of Los Angeles/Port of Long Beach by ship.edstocks are also delivered to the Ultramar
Refinery by pipelines.

Crude oil is processed in the crude unit whers teéated and distilled into components, most of
which are processed in downstream Refinery uriitee heavy residual oil leaving the crude unit is
further distilled in the vacuum unit to yield addital, lighter hydrocarbon products and the
vacuum residuum. The lighter hydrocarbon companénin the crude unit and vacuum unit are
fed to other Refinery units for further processipgmarily the FCCU, gas oil hydrotreater, the
Unibon, and the naphtha hydrotreater unit. The demiks are refined into the major Refinery
products which include unleaded gasoline, diestlfyels, low sulfur distillates, other distillate
fuels, petroleum coke, and sulfur. Elemental sulind petroleum coke are produced as by-
products of the refining process. Major processings at the Refinery include the crude and
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vacuum distillation, delayed coking, catalytic mefing, hydrotreating, fluid catalytic cracking,
alkylation, sulfur recovery, and auxiliary systemsinder the existing Refinery configuration,
about 78,000 bpd of crude oil, and about 50,000 dipdistillates are purchased and processed.
The proposed project will not affect crude througihgt the refinery in any way.

1.9 PROPOSED PROJECT MODIFICATIONS TO THE REFINERY
1.9.1 Summary of Project Evaluated in 2003 Final EA

Prior to the adoption of Rule 1105.1, the proje@swevaluated in the 2003 Final EA. The
following is a summary of the project descriptionthe 2003 Final EA and describes what the
adoption of Rule 1105.1 would achieve:

1. Establish an emission standard from FCCUs forréilbee PM10 at 3.6 pounds per hour; 2.8
pounds per 1,000 barrels (bbls) of fresh feed;0ddp5 grains per dry standard cubic foot
(gr/dscf), corrected to three percent dry oxygen.

2. Establish an emission standard for ammonia sliemtparts per million by volume (ppmv),
corrected to three percent dry oxygen, from FCCUSs.

3. Establish an initial compliance date of DecemberZ28D6.

4. Establish an extension to the initial complianctedd no later than December 31, 2008, for the
purpose of coordinating installation of the PM1@trol equipment with the FCCU turnaround
for refineries to meet the standards for filteraBlEI10 and ammonia slip emissions from
FCCUs, provided that a facility submits a writteguest by July 1, 2006 (subject to SCAQMD
approval).

5. Allow an additional extension of the December 300& compliance date up to 90 days after
start-up for the facility operator to conduct penf@ance tests provided that the FCCU
turnaround has not been completed by that dataren&CCU is operating with all necessary
control equipment.

6. Require the facility operator to submit an applmatat least 30 days prior to the initial or
extended compliance date, as applicable, to ebecomply with one or more of the emission
standards.

7. Establish initial and annual compliance testinguresments to determine actual PM10 and
ammonia slip emissions from FCCUs.

8. Establish monitoring, recordkeeping and reportirgguirements, to assure continuous

compliance with the baseline (for existing contegjuipment) and future (for new control
equipment) emission rates of PM10 and ammonidmsip FCCUs.
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9. Specify test methods and calculation proceduredé&ermining compliance with the PM10
and ammonia slip emission standard requirements.

10.Exempt affected refineries from having to complythvthe PM10 and ammonia emission
standards during startup and shutdown periods angl&anned routine maintenance provided
that each startup and shutdown period does noedxt20 hours.

11.Exclude particulate emissions from existing CO dxsilthat are located downstream of existing
electrostatic precipitators from the compliance destration for the filterable PM10 emission
limit standards.

The 2003 Final EA determined that six refineriesauthern California operate FCCUs that would
be subject to the requirements in Rule 1105.1. é&l@ny emissions data from one of the six
refineries demonstrated compliance with Rule 1105The 2003 Final EA evaluated both the
direct and indirect air quality impacts of impletiag Rule 1105.1 for the remaining five
refineries. The 2003 Final EA assumed that opesaibthese five refineries would demolish their
existing ESPs and construct new ESPs; or cleaplétes of the existing ESPs and rebuild them by
December 31, 2006, or by December 31, 2008, ifjaasted extension is approved. Other project-
specific assumptions in the 2003 Final EA incluae following:

» Because of space limitations at the five affectefiheries, the need to keep operations
going, and when each refinery has scheduled theF@&U turnaround, only one ESP per
refinery could potentially be demolished and/orstaucted/rebuilt at a time.

» Due to refinery planning and permitting requirensemtone of the refineries were expected
to begin their modifications prior to 2004. Thenef, to derive the peak construction-
related emissions, the construction activities vexgected to occur over a 48-month period
for the “worst-case.”

» Demolition of an existing ESP and construction olesv ESP would occur as Phases la and
lla, respectively.

* Plate cleaning preparation of an existing ESP amstecuction activities to rebuild the
existing ESP would occur as Phases Ib and IIbectagly.

» Operations of the new or modified ESPs would oesuPhase Il

The assumptions used in each phase of the constrattivities in the 2003 Final EA are shown
in Table 1-1.

The 2003 Final EA concluded that significant adeemspacts to air quality during the construction
phase were expected to occur for CO, VOC, and N©a eesult of refinery projects needed to
comply with Rule 1105.1 if any construction phasesdemolish or construct new ESPs, etc.,
overlap. The following mitigation measures wer@avsed for affected refinery projects:
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AQ-1 Develop a “Construction Traffic Emission Maeagent Plan” for the proposed project.
The plan shall include measures to minimize emimssioom vehicles, including but not
limited to: scheduling truck deliveries to avoidagehour traffic conditions, consolidating
truck deliveries, and prohibiting truck idling inaess of five minutés

TABLE 1-1

Assumptions Used in 2003 Final ER

Construction Phase Number off Days/Hours | Construction Equipment
Workers of Required
Construction

Phase la: ESP Demolition 34 6 days/week | 3 cranes, 1 forklift, 2 flatbed

Activities 16 hours/day | trucks, 1 tractor trailer, 1 front-
end loader, 1 pile driver/extractar.

Phase Ib: ESP Plate Cleaning 38 6 days/week | 3 cranes, 1 forklift, 2 flatbed

Activities 16 hours/day | trucks, 1 tractor trailer, 1 front-
end loader, 1 pile driver/extractar,
and 1 vacuum truck.

Phase lla: Construction of New 34 5 days/week | 3 cranes, 1 forklift, 2 flatbed

ESP 16 hours/day | trucks, 1 tractor trailer, 1 front-
end loader, 1 pile driver/extractar,
10 electric welders, and 10
acetylene torches.

Phase Ilb: Rebuilding Existing 38 6 days/week | 3 cranes, 1 forklift, 2 flatbed

ESP 20 hours/day | trucks, 1 tractor trailer, 1 front-
end loader, 1 pile driver/extractar,
10 electric welders, and 10
acetylene torches.

Phase IlI: Operations of 0 N/A® 20 additional one-way truck trips

New/Rebuilt ESPs per year.

Q) Source: SCAQMD, 2003, page 4-5.

(2) No additional workers were expected following coetjgin of construction activities. The refineriesuid
continue to operate 24 hours per day.

AQ-2 Suspend the use of all construction equiprdenng first-stage smog alerts.

AQ-3 Prohibit trucks from idling longer than fiveinutes.

AQ-4 Use electricity or alternate fuels for on-sitebile equipment instead of diesel equipment to
the extent feasible.

AQ-5 Maintain construction equipment by conductiegular tune-ups and retard diesel engine

timing.

! Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-3 originally prbhed idling for longer than 10 minutes. Sincettime, state

legislation has been adopted that prohibits hemty truck idling for five minutes or more.
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AQ-6 Use electric welders to avoid emissions fraas gr diesel welders in portions of the project
sites where electricity is available.

AQ-7 Use on-site electricity rather than temporpower generators in portions of the project
sites where electricity is available.

AQ-8 Diesel powered construction equipment shadl losv sulfur diesel, as defined in SCAQMD
Rule 431.2, to the maximum extent feasible

AQ-9 Prior to use in construction, the project agpit will evaluate the feasibility of retrofitting
the large off-road construction equipment that Wil operating for significant periods.
Retrofit technologies such as particulate trapsectige catalytic reduction, oxidation
catalysts, air enhancement technologies, etc. bgikvaluated. These technologies will be
required if they are certified by CARB and/or EPAdaare commercially available and can
feasibly be retrofitted onto construction equipment

1.9.2 Ultramar Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project

The location of the proposed new ESP is shownguiéi 1-2. To comply with the filterable PM10
and ammonia requirements of SCAQMD Rule 1105.1, tHh#amar Refinery proposes to
supplement the two existing ESPs with an additioloanstream ESP.

The two existing ESPs, which are control devicesaeduce FCCU PM emissions, operate in
parallel downstream of the FCCU and have a comnexks Anhydrous ammonia is injected as
needed to condition the PM upstream of the ESPoitimal reduction efficiency. These two
ESPs will be supplemented with a new ESP, whichheillocated downstream of the two existing
ESPs, and the existing regenerator flue gas stdckeweplaced with a new flue gas stack.

The proposed project consists of the following @ipal components:

* Continue using the two existing ESPs as part of B@&CU PM10 control system.
Maintenance may be conducted on these devicestoenontinued proper operation.

* Modify, remove, or relocate the existing wastewaguipment that lies in the footprint of
the new ESP.

* Install one new ESP downstream of the two exisEBE'S.

* Replace the existing regenerator flue gas stadk avitew flue gas stack.

2 Since the completion of the 2003 Final EA, adisdil-powered construction equipment will be regltreuse
ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel beginning June 2006
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* Relocate the Continuous Opacity Monitoring Syste@OMS) and all Continuous
Emissions Monitoring System (CEMS) from the exigtgtack to the new stack.

The new ESP will be constructed just north (dowasstr) of the existing ESPs across the facility

road marking the perimeter of the FCCU. Abandoaed miscellaneous wastewater equipment
occupying the proposed site will also be modifiesnoved or relocated to make space for the new
ESP foundation. As discussed above, these imprentnare required to meet the SCAQMD Rule

1105.1 emission limits for filterable PM10 and anmaoon a continuous and long-term basis.

The number of truck trips transporting materiallected by ESPs (referred to as the ESP hopper
catalyst fines) to cement manufacturers will deseedespite an increase in the amount of catalyst
fines collected after the installation of the ne®Hs. Currently, the ESP hoppers are not heated,
allowing the fines to cool and attract atmosphenimisture. Additional water is used to create a
slurry capable of flowing the catalyst fines intartsport trucks. The new ESP hoppers will be
electrically heated to keep the fines dry, elimimathe need for water; thus, reducing the volume
of material hauled off-site.

All COMS and CEMS will be relocated from the exngtistack to the new stack. The new stack
will be built in the same location as the existisigck. SCAQMD Rule 1105.1 monitoring
requirements for ESPs include flue gas temperafiue,gas flow rate, voltage and current across
the ESP, and ammonia injection rates.

The 2003 Final EA mitigation measures for constauctactivities are included as part of the
Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 proposed project.
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standarduetian tool to identify a project's adverse
environmental impacts. This checklist identifiesl &valuates potential adverse environmental
impacts that may be created by the proposed project

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title: Ultramar Inc. Valero Wilmington Refinery

Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project

Lead Agency Name: South Coast Air Quality Managerestrict

Lead Agency Address: 21865 Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Contact Person: James Koizumi

Contact Phone Number: (909) 396-3234

Project Sponsor's Name: Ultramar Inc., Valero Whigton Refinery (Ultramar
Refinery)

Project Sponsor's Address: 2492 E_ast Anaheim Street, Wilmington (Los Angeles),
California

General Plan Designation: Refinery — Heavy Indabtri

Zoning: Refinery — M3-1 Heavy Industrial

Description of Project: The proposed project carssis the addition of one new

ESP at the Ultramar Refinery to comply with the &ul
1105.1 — Reduction of PM10 and Ammonia Emissions
from Fluid Catalytic Cracking Units.

Surrounding Land Uses andndustrial and commercial uses including petroleum
Setting: refining, hydrogen production facilities, storagank
facilities, distribution terminals, containerizedargo
operations, and scrap yards.

Other Public Agencies City of Los Angeles
Whose Approval is
Required:

California Coastal Commission
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The following environmental impact areas have bessessed to determine their potential to be
affected by the proposed project. As indicatedthy checklist on the following pages,
environmental topics marked with &"'may be adversely affected by the proposed projéct
explanation relative to the determination of imgazn be found following the checklist for each

area.
0  Aesthetics O
[0  Biological Resources [
0  Geology/Soils O
0 Land Use/Planning O
0 Population/Housing O

O Solid/Hazardous Waste

Agriculture Resources M
Cultural Resources [

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Mineral Resources O

Public Services O
Transportation/ O
Traffic

2-2
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DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

]

O

Date:

February 6, 2007 Signature:

| find the proposed project COULD NOT have a siguaifiit effect on the
environment, and that a NEGATIVE DECLARATION wilelprepared.

| find that although the proposed project couldenavsignificant effect on the
environment, there will not be significant effeatsthis case because revisions
in the project have been made by or agreed to éyptbject proponent. A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a sight effect(s) on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT @is
required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "paiglty significant impact” on
the environment, but at least one effect 1) has laglequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal steds] and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on thereanialysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTrégjuired, but
it must analyze only the effects that remain t@btdressed.

| find that although the proposed project coulgiéna significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significarfeets (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARAMDpursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoideditggated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including resions or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed prajething further is
required.

St Smith_

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor
Planning, Rules, and Area Sources
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

Potentially Less Than  No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact

1.0 AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a O O M
scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, O O |
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing 0O %} O
visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light O %} O

or glare, which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

1.1  Significance Criteria
The proposed project impacts on aesthetics wildresidered significant if:
The project will block views from a scenic highwaycorridor.
The project will adversely affect the visual cowity of the surrounding area.

The impacts on light and glare will be considesaghificant if the project adds lighting
which would add glare to residential areas or siesieceptors.

1.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

1. a), b), and c) As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-3 of 2003 Fiba) the potential for
aesthetic impacts associated with the activitiesafbfive of the affected refineries to comply
with Rule 1105.1 was determined to be less thanifstignt. Because the currently proposed
project consists of a single refinery’s activittescomply with Rule 1105.1, aesthetics impacts
from the Ultramar Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projee waithin the scope of the larger project
evaluated in the 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1.

2-4



Ultramar Inc., Valero Wilmington Refinery SCAQMD Ru le 1105.1 Compliance Project

Construction activities are not expected to ad\gnsepact views and aesthetics since most of
the heavy equipment and activities will occur ia tenter portion of the Refinery. The majority
of construction equipment is low in height and witit be visible to the surrounding area due to
the presence of fencing and structures, which bdfie views of low structures at the Refinery.
A few cranes may temporarily be visible to the sunding industrial areas and to people
traveling on the Terminal Island Freeway (since flreeway is elevated and bisects the
Refinery). Residential areas are located aboutnoileeaway and construction activities are not
expected to be noticeable in these areas due thdtace from the Refinery.

Also discussed in the 2003 Final EA was that ned/@nmodified ESPs are expected to be
installed and that the ESPs would be about the s@aerofile as existing equipment within the
Refinery. For the Ultramar Refinery, one new ESIPlve installed near the existing ESPs, such
that the general appearance of the new ESP isxpetcted to differ substantially from the two

existing parallel ESPs. Further, the installatidmew add-on control equipment at the existing
facility, would not appreciably change the visuabfge of the entire facility. The proposed

project also will replace the existing regenerditoe gas stack, which is 160 feet tall, with a new
flue gas stack of the same height, at the samdidocan light of these considerations, no

significant adverse impacts to aesthetics are eggdoom implementing the Ultramar Refinery

Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project.

No scenic highways or corridors are located in vlenity of the Refinery. No significant
adverse aesthetic impacts are expected.

1. d) As discussed in Appendix C, on pages 2-3 and®tde 2003 Final EA, new lighting may
be provided as necessary in accordance with appdiceafety standards on new structures
constructed as a result of the Ultramar Refinem@ging with Rule 1105.1. If installed, the
lighting is expected to be consistent with existiignting at the Refinery. However, the new
lights are not expected to create new light andeglapacts to areas adjacent to the Refinery due
to the industrial nature of the refineries and fiet that refineries are typically lighted at night
for safety reasons.

Specifically, for the proposed Ultramar Refineryl®@105.1 Compliance project, construction
activities are not anticipated to require additiolighting because they are scheduled to take
place during daylight hours. Since the project fiota is completely located within the
boundaries of the existing Refinery, additional pemary lighting is not expected to be required
and would not be discernible from the existing pament night lighting.

Additional permanent light sources will be instdllen the new equipment to provide
illumination for operations personnel at night,accordance with applicable safety standards.
These additional light sources are not expecteccremte an impact because the project
components will be located within an existing indias facility, which is already lighted at night
for nighttime operations. Further, residential ar@ae located about one mile away from the
Refinery so additional lighting at the site is @ipected to be noticeable in residential areas.
Therefore, no significant impacts to light and glare anticipated from the proposed project.
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1.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thatsigmificant adverse impacts to aesthetics
are expected to occur as a result of constructiinoperational activities that Refinery operators
would undertake in order to comply with Rule 1105.The Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1
Compliance Project, a subset of the overall pragetlyzed in the 2003 Final EA, will not result
in any adverse significant impacts to aesthetiBased upon these considerations, neither the
project analyzed in the 2003 Final EA for Rule 110%or the currently proposed Ultramar
Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project will causesubstantial increase to previously
analyzed impacts or new impacts that would resukin overall significant adverse impact on
aesthetics resources. Since no significant aésthmpacts were identified, no mitigation is
required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact
2.0 AGRICULTURE RESOURCES
Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 0O O |
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for O O M
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

c) Involve other changes in the existing O O M
environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use?

2.1 Significance Criteria

Project-related impacts on agricultural resourcds bve considered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:

The proposed project conflicts with existing zanor agricultural use or Williamson Act
contracts.
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The proposed project will convert prime farmlanohique farmland or farmland of
statewide importance as shown on the maps prepamsdant to the farmland mapping
and monitoring program of the California Resour&gency, to non-agricultural use.

The proposed project would involve changes indhkisting environment, which due to
their location or nature, could result in convensad farmland to non-agricultural uses.

2.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

2. a), b), and c)As discussed in Appendix C, pages 2-4 and 2-5hef2003 Final EA, the
potential for agricultural resources impacts assed with the activities for all five of the
affected refineries to comply with Rule 1105.1 vdggermined to be less than significant. All
construction and operational activities that woobdur as a result of the proposed project at the
Ultramar Refinery will occur within the boundarie$ the existing Refinery. The proposed
project would be consistent with the heavy indastzoning for the Refinery and there are no
agricultural resources or operations on or nearltemar Refinery. Based upon the above
considerations, significant agricultural resouraepacts are not expected from the Ultramar
Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project.

2.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thasigmificant adverse impacts to agricultural
resources are expected to occur as a result ofractien and operational activities that refinery
operators would undertake in order to comply witleR1105.1. Also, the Ultramar Refinery
Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, a subset of theativeroject analyzed in the 2003 Final EA,
will not result in any adverse significant impattsagricultural resources. Based upon these
considerations, neither the project analyzed in 2883 Final EA for Rule 1105.1, nor the
currently proposed Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.ImPbance Project will cause a substantial
increase to previously analyzed impacts or new atgpihat would result in an overall significant
adverse impact on agricultural resources. Sincesigoificant agricultural resources impacts
were identified, no mitigation is required or prepd.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
3.0 AIR QUALITY . Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct O O %}
implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?
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b) Violate any air quality standard or O M O
contribute to an existing or projected
air quality violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable O M O

net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that
exceed quantitative thresholds for
0zone precursors)?

d) Expose  sensitive receptors to O | O
substantial pollutant concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a O M O
substantial number of people?

f) Diminish an existing air quality rule or O O %}
future compliance requirement
resulting in a significant increase in air
pollutant(s)?

3.1 Significance Criteria

Impacts will be evaluated and compared to the Sagmce criteria in Table 2-1. If impacts
equal or exceed any of those criteria, they wiltbasidered significant.

3.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

3. a and f) As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-5 to 2-7 ef20803 Final EA, SCAQMD Rule
1105.1 was implemented to reduce PM10 and ammdipiéasPM10 precursor) emissions from
FCCUs pursuant to Control Measure 97CMB-09 in t8871AQMP, as amended in 1999.
Compliance with Rule 1105.1 is expected to redutessons by 0.5 ton per day of solid
filterable PM10, and about two tons per day of @rshble PM10 from all refineries affected by
Rule 1105.1, by the time of final rule implemenatiSCAQMD, 2003). Air quality impacts
associated with the activities for all five of thi#ected refineries to comply with Rule 1105.1 are
expected to significantly contribute to the ovemlprovement of air quality in the region. The
Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projedbjolv is solely being undertaken for the
purpose of complying with SCAQMD Rule 1105.1, waisult in emission reductions of PM10
due to the installation of a new, more efficienttE8 conjunction with the two existing parallel
ESPs, and therefore, is within the scope of thgelaproject evaluated in the 2003 EA for Rule
1105.1. The proposed project will implement theARMD’s AQMP control measure, and will
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assist the Basin in moving towards attainment ef skate and national ambient air quality

standards for PM10, as well as PM2.5.

TABLE 2-1
Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds

Pollutant Construction Operation
NOy 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day

PM2.5 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
CO 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and Odor Thresholds

TACs (including
carcinogens and non-
carcinogens)

Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk1® in 1 million
Hazard Index 4.0 (project increment)

1-hour average
annual average

Odor Project creates an odor nuisance
pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402
Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants @
NO, In attainment; significant if project causes or teifiutes to an

exceedance of any standard:
0.25 ppm (state)
0.053 ppm (federal)

1-hour average

PM10
24-hour 10.4 ug/rﬁ (recommended for constructiétﬁ)
2.5 ug/nt (operation)
annual geometric mean 1.0 ug/ni
annual arithmetic mean 20 ug/nt
PM2.5
24-hour average 10.4ug/m® (construction) & 2.5 ug/m® (operation)
Sulfate
24-hour average 25 ug/nd
CO In attainment; significant if project causes or trifrutes to an

exceedance of any standard:
20 ppm (state)

8-hour average

9.0 ppm(state/federal)

otherwise stated.

@ Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria pollata based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 un

b Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD R408.
ppm = parts per million; pg/m® = microgram per cubic meter;
Ibs/day = pounds per day; greater than or equal to

ESS

mg/m milligram per cubic meter‘
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The 2003 AQMP demonstrates that applicable amkaenguality standards can be achieved
within the timeframes required under federal lawhis project must comply with applicable
SCAQMD requirements and control measures for nemadlified sources. It must also comply
with prohibitory rules, such as Rule 403, for thentrtol of fugitive dust. By meeting these
requirements, the project will be consistent witl goals and objectives of the AQMP.

3. b, ¢, and d) Construction Emissions: The construction air quality analysis in the 2003
Final EA (pages 4-3 through 4-10) evaluated two mieance scenarios that could occur at any
one of the five affected refineries Compliance scenario #| consisted of the follayvimo
phases that could occur at any one of the fivectdte refineries: Phase la - Demolition (of
existing ESP), and Phase lla - Construct New ESBmpliance scenario #ll consisted of the
following two phases that could occur at any onéheffive affected refineries: Phase Ib — Plate
Cleaning (activity that occurs prior to rebuildiag ESP), and Phase Ilb - Rebuild Existing ESP.
These scenarios do not make any assumptions ragawdere (i.e., which refineries) the
scenarios may occur, only that two scenarios coatdir concurrently. Construction emissions
were calculated for each construction phase of bo#imarios. It was assumed in the 2003 Final
EA that, under both compliance scenarios, the filgtse construction activities and the second
phase construction activities could overlap. Itswarther assumed that, at any given time,
construction activities from each construction ghdsr both compliance scenarios could
overlap. Overlapping emissions from the four pbasere summed and compared to the
applicable SCAQMD significance threshold. As shawtable 2-2, from the 2003 Final EA,
CO, VOC, and NOx construction emissions from théeR1105.1 implementating would exceed
the applicable significance thresholds.

The Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Piojeconsistent with the project evaluated
in the 2003 Final EA construction of new ESPs (Bh#a), although smaller in scope.
Specifically, the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Guoiance Project consists of the following
components, which will occur over three phases.

« Phase 1: Modify, remove or relocate the existirapt@water equipment that lies in the
footprint of the new ESP.

* Phase 2: Install one new ESP downstream of theekigting ESPs.

» Phase 3: Replace the existing regenerator fluesggk with a new flue gas stack and
relocate the COMS and CEMS from the existing stadke new stack.

The differences between the construction activiegaluated in the 2003 Final EA and the
proposed project construction activities are mitaywever, the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1
Compliance Project is smaller in scope than thgeptaevaluated in the 2003 Final EA. For
example, instead of calculating construction eraissifrom overlapping phases of one scenario
#1 plus one scenario #ll (demolish existing ESP andstruct a new ESP + clean plates of
existing ESP and rebuild existing ESP), the UltraRefinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project
does not include demolition of the existing two ES&though some minor ancillary equipment

® Though there are six refineries that have FCCligestito Rule 1105.1, one refinery is already imptiance with
Rule 1105.1.
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is expected to be relocated. Grading for the BilaRefinery project is expected to be limited
to a 70 by 40 feet area (about 0.05 acre). (Nobex 2003 Final EA assumed that no grading

would be required because the refineries have gemsted and paved).

In addition, a slightly

different mix of construction equipment is requirfed the Ultramar Refinery proposed project.
Emission calculations for the Ultramar Refinerystruction activities required to comply with
Rule 1105.1 have been completed (see Appendix Agdch month of the construction phase

and the peak emissions are summarized in Table 2-3.

TABLE 2-2
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions from
2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1*

Peak Construction CcoO VOC NOx SOx PM10
Activity (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day) (Ib/day)
Phase la: Demolition 136 29 210 17 12
Phase lla: Construct New 136 29 210 17 12
ESP

Phase Ib: Plate Cleaning 139 29 211 17 12
Phase lIb: Rebuild 167 35 262 22 14
Existing ESP

Total Offsite and Onsite 578 122 893 73 50
from both Phases

SIGNIFICANCE 550 75 100 150 150
THRESHOLD

SIGNIFICANT? YES YES YES NO NO

*SCAQMD, 2003. This table was published originallythe 2003 Final EA on page 4-10 as Table 4-@&teNhat

the peak activity from the 2003 Final EA was natdcspecific date.

TABLE 2-3

The Ultramar Refinery Peak” Construction Emissions for
Compliance with Rule 1105.1 (Lbs/Day)

ACTIVITY CcoO VOC NOXx SOx | PM10
Construction Equipment 27.64 10.89 77.41 0.07 2.73
Vehicle Emissiongincluding road dust)| 34.85 2.31 4,12 0.02 1.00
Fugitive Construction Emissiofis - - - - 15.37
Total Ultramar Refinery 62.49 13.20 81.53 0.09 19.11
Construction Emissions

SCAQMD Threshold Level 550 75 100 150 150
Significant? NO NO NO NO NO

1. Peak emissions for NOx, VOC, and SOx are preditdeaccur during June 2008. Peak emissions of
CO are predicted to occur during July 2008. PelK @ emissions are expected to occur during

December 2007.
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2. Assumes application of water three times per day.

As discussed above, although there are minor diffegs between the construction scenario
analyzed in the 2003 Final EA and the Ultramar iy Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, the
total construction emissions associated with thienBe/’s construction activities are expected to
be less than the construction activities evaluatethe SCAQMD in the 2003 Final EA and less
than the SCAQMD significance thresholds. Table $hdws that emissions from the Ultramar
Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project are less tbeak daily construction emissions
calculated in the 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1,ickhevaluated two construction scenarios
occurring concurrently. As a result, the UltrarRafinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project does
not generate any new significant adverse constmicir quality impacts that were not already
evaluated and presented in the 2003 Final EA. eSsignificant adverse construction air quality
impacts were already identified in the 2003 Fin&l ®hich went through a public review and
adoption process, and since peak daily construetiioguality impacts for the Ultramar Refinery
Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project are less than aaetgin air quality impacts calculated in the
2003 Final EA, the proposed project is not expedtedtreate any new significant adverse
impacts or make substantially worse existing sigaift adverse impacts that were identified in
the 2003 Final EA Thus, construction air quality impacts for thétraémar Rule 1105.1
Compliance Project are determined to be less tigguifisant.

TABLE 2-4

Comparison of the Ultramar Refinery Peak Constructon Emissions For Compliance with
Rule 1105.1 vs. Maximum Daily Construction Emissios from the 2003 Final EA
for Rule 1105.1 (Ibs/Day)

ACTIVITY CO VOC NOx SOx PM10
Total Ultramar Refinery Peak 62.49 13.20 81.53 0.09 19.11
Construction Emissiof2

Total 2003 Final EA Construction 578 122 893 73 50
Emissions from both Phas@s

Difference between 2003 Final EA and-515.51 | -108.8Q0 -811.47 -72.91 -30.89

the Ultramar Refinery’s Peak
Construction Emissions

SCAQMD Threshold Level 550 75 100 150 150

Significant? NO NO NO NO NO

Q) See Table 2-3.
(2) SCAQMD, 2003

CEQA Guidelines indicate that cumulative impactsaoproject shall be discussed when the
project’s incremental effect is cumulatively coresable, as defined in CEQA Guidelines
815065(a)(3). SCAQMD policy defines cumulativelpnsiderable air quality impacts as

* CEQA Guidelines §15189(a) states, “If preparimgegative declaration, mitigated negative declanatioEIR on
the compliance project the lead agency for the diampe project shall, to the greatest extent fdasiise the
environmental analysis prepared pursuant to §18vironmental Review of New Rules and Regulatidns]

2-12



Ultramar Inc., Valero Wilmington Refinery SCAQMD Ru le 1105.1 Compliance Project

impacts that exceed project-specific significarfeegholds. It is for this reason the SCAQMD’s
air quality significance thresholds apply to botbjpct-specific and cumulative impacts. Since
construction emissions from the proposed projectndb exceed the applicable significance
threshold, they are not considered to be cumulgtivensiderable. As a result, the proposed
Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projeatas expected to create significant adverse
project-specific or cumulative air quality impabds construction emissions.

Construction emissions were also compared to th&@VID'’s localized significance thresholds
(SCAQMD, 2003; see Table 2-5). The estimated coosbn emissions associated with the
Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projecteneompared to the localized significance
thresholds for CO, NOx, and PM10. In all cases, ¢hnstruction emissions were below the
localized significance thresholds (see Appendix Aherefore, no significant adverse localized
air quality impacts are expected during the corsivn phase.

TABLE 2-5

Localized Significance Threshold Emissions Compars

Emissions (Ibs/day)
CcO NOXx PM10
Total Construction Emissiohi$ 34.8 77.4 18.1
Localized Significance Threshéfd 6547 311 242
Significant No No No

(1)- The sum of the highest peak day on-site coatitnu emissions only
(2 Source: Localized Significance Threshold Melthlogy, SCAQMD, 2003 for resource receptor areafJo.
southcoastal Los Angeles County, 1 acre closesptecis greater than 500 meters.

Operational Emissions: Long-term PM10 emissions will decrease as a redutie proposed
project. The objective of Rule 1105.1 is to lowdv110 and ammonia slip emissions from
FCCUs. The Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compleamroject is identical to the project
evaluated in the 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 bseaimplementation is being achieved by
installing a new ESP, which was evaluated in th@32Binal EA for Rule 1105.1. Therefore, the
overall operational activities will result in a dease in PM10 and ammonia emissi¢asd the
related secondary particulate emissioasyl no significant adverse air quality impacts rwmigiri
project operation are expected.

The Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projedl have the capability of using
ammonia injection in the new ESP. However, theriey does not anticipate that it will need
to inject ammonia because the new ESP, in conjpmatith the two existing parallel ESPs, has
been designed to comply with Rule 1105.1 withoutramia injection. In the event injection is
used, the Ultramar Refinery will comply with the pPm ammonia slip limit in Rule 1105.1.
Accordingly, based on these considerations, nettieproject analyzed in the 2003 Final EA,
nor the currently proposed Ultramar Refinery Rul®3.1 Compliance Project will cause a
substantial increase to previously analyzed impactsew impacts that would result in overall
significant adverse impacts to air quality.
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Cumulative air quality impacts from implementing I®&1105.1 and all other AQMP control

measures considered together, are not expecte@ ®ighbificant because implementation of
existing rules with future compliance dates andAIMP control measures are expected to
result in net emission reductions of 0.5 ton per dfasolid filterable PM10 and about two tons
per day of condensable PM10 by final rule impleragah and overall air quality improvement

(SCAQMD, 2003).

The operational emissions from the proposed prajdtte a decrease in PM10 and ammonia
slip emissions from the Ultramar FCCU. Therefdhe, proposed project is expected to provide
an overall emission benefit to the surrounding pegaan, including sensitive receptors. No
significant impacts are expected to sensitive rexe@s PM10 and ammonia emissions from the
Refinery operation will be decreased.

3. e) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-6 of the32Blal EA for Rule 1105.1, the
Ultramar Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project is not ekg to create significant objectionable
odors, either during construction or during operagi Sulfur compounds (e.g. hydrogen sulfide)
are the primary odor sources within refinery opgeret. As a result of constructing a new ESP,
the proposed project is expected to remove additisalfur and sulfur bearing compounds (as
particulates) from the Refinery process streams #wug, reduce the potential to create odors.

The proposed project is also expected to minimizenania slip by limiting the amount of
ammonia injected into the flue gas stream of th€BE&. According to dispersion estimates, the
buoyancy of ammonia and its dilution into the atptese would reduce the annual one-hour
maximum ground concentration to less than one partmillion (ppm) based on an ammonia
slip concentration of 10 ppm. A concentration oegpm is well below the odor detection
maximum limit (SCAQMD, 2003, page 2-6). Thereforey significant odor impacts are
expected from the implementation of the proposegept.

3.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA concluded that significant adeerspacts to air quality during the

construction phase were expected to occur for GOC Vand NOx as a result of refinery projects
needed to comply with Rule 1105.1. The resulthef analysis for the Ultramar Refinery Rule
1105.1 Compliance Project indicates that the ptogruissions are substantially less than
evaluated in the 2003 Final EA and less than thA@@D significance thresholds. Therefore,

the impacts of the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.Impbance Project are less than significant
and no additional mitigation measures are required.
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Potentially = Less Than  No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
4.0. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Have substantial adverse effect, either direatly O O |

through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive or special
status species in local or regional plans, poljcies
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparia O O M
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally O O M
protected wetlands as defined by 8404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 0O O |
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflicting with any local policies or ordinasce O O |
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Halbit O O |
Conservation  Plan,  Natural = Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
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4.1  Significance Criteria

The impacts on biological resources will be con®designificant if any of the following criteria
apply:

The project results in a loss of plant communitiesnimal habitat considered to be rare,
threatened or endangered by federal, state or égmaicies.

The project interferes substantially with the moeat of any resident or migratory
wildlife species.

The project adversely affects aquatic communiireeugh construction or operation of
the project.

4.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

4. a), b), ¢), d), e), and fAs discussed in Appendix C, page 2-7 and 2-8 ®f2003 Final EA,
the potential for biological resources impacts esded with the activities for all five of the
affected refineries to comply with Rule 1105.1 wia$ermined to have no impact. Because the
currently proposed project consists of a singlariRey’s activities to comply with Rule 1105.1,
biological resources impacts from the Ultramar Rexfy’'s Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project are
within the scope of the larger project evaluatethen2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1.

The proposed project will be located in a heaviiglustrialized area, entirely within the
boundaries of an existing industrial facility. TRefinery has been fully developed and is
essentially void of vegetation with the exceptioh some landscape vegetation near
administration buildings. The Refinery control® throwth of vegetation at the site for fire
prevention purposes. All native habitats have Ishce been removed from the site. The
proposed project does not include the acquisitioaddlitional land for use by the Refinery or
expansion outside of the Refinery’s current bouiedamwhich further eliminates the potential for
biological resource impacts. The proposed projgitinot have an adverse effect, either directly
or indirectly or through habitat modifications, @my sensitive biological species, riparian
habitat, or other sensitive natural habitat. Treppsed project will not result in the addition or
the elimination of water ponds that could be usgdabimals or migratory fowl. Further, the
proposed project will not adversely affect fedgraliotected wetlands as defined in 8404 of the
Clean Water Act. The Dominguez Channel is a cdadired flood control channel near the
Ultramar Refinery. There are no significant plamt animal resources, locally designated
species, natural communities, wetland habitatsaromal migration corridors that would be
adversely affected by the proposed project. Thezeno rare, endangered, or threatened species
at the Refinery site. The project would not adeBrsffect any local policies or ordinances that
protect biological resources or conflict with theoyisions of a Habitat Conservation Plan or
other similar plan. Because the area in and eaRefinery is devoid of native habitat, impacts
to other, non-listed species are not expected.edasthe above, no significant adverse impacts
on biological resources are expected from the meg@roject so mitigation measures are not
required.
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4.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thassmgmificant adverse impacts to biological

resources are expected to occur as a result ofrachen and operational activities that refinery

operators would undertake in order to comply withleR1105.1. Also, the Ultramar Refinery

Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, a subset of theatlvyeroject analyzed in the 2003 Final EA,

will not result in any adverse significant impadts biological resources. Based upon these
considerations, neither the project analyzed in 2883 Final EA for Rule 1105.1, nor the

currently proposed Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.Impbance Project will cause a substantial
increase to previously analyzed impacts or new otgpthat would result in an overall significant

adverse impact on biological resources. Sinceigmificant biological resources impacts were

identified, no mitigation is required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
50 CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the
project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O O %}
significance of a historical resource as defined in
815064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O O %}

significance of an archaeological resource as
defined in §15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 0O O %}
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 0O O %}
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

5.1  Significance Criteria
Impacts to cultural resources will be considergghisicant if:

The project results in the disturbance of a sigaift prehistoric or historic archaeological
site or a property of historic or cultural signémce to a community or ethnic or social

group.
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Unigue paleontological resources are presentdbalid be disturbed by construction of
the proposed project.

The project would disturb human remains.
5.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

5. a, b, ¢, and d)As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-9 of the 2003aIFEA, the potential for
cultural resources impacts associated with thevities for all five of the affected refineries to
comply with Rule 1105.1 was determined to be lésm tsignificant. Because the currently
proposed project consists of a single refinerysvdies to comply with Rule 1105.1, cultural
resources impacts from the Ultramar Refinery Rul8511 Compliance Project are within the
scope of the larger project evaluated in the 2003IFEA for Rule 1105.1.

There are no prehistoric or historic structureolojects within the Refinery or adjacent areas.
The proposed improvements will be constructed withe confines of the existing Refinery and
not affect structures in the surrounding area. d¥asting structures at the Refinery are
considered architecturally or historically sign#it by the City or any other group.

The entire Refinery site has been previously graded developed. The larger Refinery

structures and equipment are supported on confoetelations. The remainder of the site is

unpaved. Any archaeological or paleontologicabueses that may have been present prior to
development of the Refinery are not expected téobad at the site due to past disturbance. In
addition, no known recorded archaeological sited@rated at or near the Refinery.

No known human remains or burial sites have beentified at the Refinery during previous
construction activities so the proposed projeciisexpected to disturb any human remains.

53 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thatsigmificant adverse impacts to cultural

resources are expected to occur as a result ofractien and operational activities that refinery

operators would undertake in order to comply witleR1105.1. Also, the Ultramar Refinery

Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, a subset of theativeroject analyzed in the 2003 Final EA,

will not result in any significant adverse impadts cultural resources. Based upon these
considerations, neither the project analyzed in 2883 Final EA for Rule 1105.1, nor the

currently proposed Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.ImPbance Project will cause a substantial
increase to previously analyzed impacts or new atgpihat would result in an overall significant

adverse impact on cultural resources. Since noifgignt cultural resources impacts were

identified, no mitigation is required or proposed.
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Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact

6.0 ENERGY. Would the project:

a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation pPans O O

b) Result in the need for new or substantiallgrak L %} L
power or natural gas utility systems?

c) Create any significant effects on local or oegi L M L
energy supplies and on requirements for additional
energy?

d) Create any significant effects on peak and base [ %} O
period demands for electricity and other forms of
energy”?

e) Comply with existing energy standards? L [ M

6.1 Significance Criteria

The impacts to energy resources will be considsigmificant if any of the following criteria are
met:

The proposed project conflicts with adopted ene@yservation plans or standards.
The proposed project results in substantial depletf existing energy resource supplies.

An increase in demand for utilities impacts thereot capacities of the electric and
natural gas utilities.

The proposed project uses non-renewable resoumnces wasteful and/or inefficient
manner.

6.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

6. a and e) As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-10 of the 2BB@&l EA, the potential for
energy impacts associated with the activities fiolivaee of the affected refineries to comply with
Rule 1105.1 was determined to have no impact. Becthe currently proposed project consists
of a single refinery’s activities to comply with Rul105.1, energy impacts from the Ultramar
Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project are within the scafpiae larger project evaluated in the 2003
Final EA for Rule 1105.1.
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The proposed project is not expected to conflicthvan adopted energy conservation plan
because there are no known energy conservatios fhamh would be impacted by the proposed
project. Further, the proposed project and opmma#ictivities will not utilize non-renewable
resources in a wasteful in inefficient manner. Pheposed project will comply with existing
energy standards.

6. b), ¢), and d)As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-10 of th&8Zfal EA, any additional
electricity required is typically supplied by eantfinery’s cogeneration units or by the local
electrical utility, as appropriate, so it is notiaipated that new or substantially altered power
utility systems will need to be built to accommadanhy additional electricity demands that may
be created by the Ultramar Rule 1105.1 ComplianmogeBt. As discussed in Appendix C, on
Page 2-10 of the 2003 Final EA, electrical poweryrba required for certain construction
equipment. This requirement can be met with thistiexy electrical capacity at each of the
refineries. Typically, a minimal amount of natugals may also be required during construction
of the proposed project and can be supplied byeeithe refineries or the local utility. No
significant impacts to electrical or natural gastigs are expected due to construction activities

Electrical power may be required for certain cangdion equipment, e.g., electric welders,
lights, etc. However, most of the constructionipment is operated using gasoline and diesel
fuels. The electricity requirement for the constion phase is expected to be within the normal
electricity usage of the Refinery since electriddees require minimal electricity (about 35-50
horsepower). This requirement can be met with thstiag electrical capacity so no significant
impact on electricity is expected during the camndion phase.

No significant increase in natural gas is expecladng the construction phase of the proposed
project since most of the construction equipmefitlvei operated using gasoline and diesel fuels.
None of the construction equipment is expected 9@ matural gas; therefore, no significant
impacts to natural gas utilities are expected dushstruction activities.

Operation of the proposed project will require aldigional increase of about 1.fBegawatt
hours per yeaof electricity. This electricity will be supplidaly the Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power (LADWP). The LADWP is the largefsth@ public-owned electric utilities in
southern California and provides electricity seevio most customers located in the City of Los
Angeles. The LADWP has the capacity to supply ntben 26.9 million megawatt hours of
electricity a year. The May 2006 LADWP Draft Intated Resource Plan forecasts 23.8 million
megawatt hours of electricity in sales for 2006 DWP, 2006). Based on the above, the
LADWP has sufficient electricity generation cappdid handle the estimated increase of 1.75
megawatts of electricity from the proposed projecthis electrical use will result in a small
incremental increase in electricity supplied to Refinery by LADWP and is not expected to be
significant because it represents an extremelylgmeatentage of the total electricity generating
capacity.

The proposed project will not require additionatunal gas or refinery fuel gas as part of the

operation of the new ESP. Based upon the aboveidenations, the energy impacts during the
construction and operation phases of the proposegeqd are expected to be less than
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significant. Therefore, the proposed project witt create any significant effects on local or
regional energy supplies or on peak and base pdaodnds for energy.

6.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thasigmificant adverse impacts to energy are
expected to occur as a result of construction gretational activities that refinery operators
would undertake in order to comply with Rule 1105Also, the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1
Compliance Project, a subset of the overall prageetyzed in the 2003 Final EA, will not result
in any adverse significant impacts to energy. Bagpon these considerations, neither the
project analyzed in the 2003 Final EA for Rule 110%or the currently proposed Ultramar
Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project will cawsesubstantial increase to previously
analyzed impacts or new impacts that would resutin overall significant adverse impact on
energy. Since no significant energy impacts welentified, no mitigation is required or
proposed.

Potentially  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
7.0 GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential snbata O %} O
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury
or death involving:
» Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated [ O %}
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault?
e Strong seismic ground shaking? (| O M
« Seismic—related ground failure, including O O M
liquefaction?
e Landslides? (| O M
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the lofss O %} O
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is O ] O
unstable or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in on- of-of
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in T O O ]

18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994
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creating substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supportimgy th [ O |
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater?

7.1  Significance Criteria

The impacts on the geological environment will baesidered significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

Topographic alterations would result in signifitamanges, disruptions, displacement,
excavation, compaction or over covering of largeants of soil.

Unigue geological resources (paleontological resgsior unique outcrops) are present
that could be disturbed by the construction ofghaposed project.

Exposure of people or structures to major geoldgizards such as earthquake surface
rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction or landslides

Secondary seismic effects could occur which cadddnage facility structures, e.g.,
liquefaction.

Other geological hazards exist which could advgratfect the facility, e.g., landslides,
mudslides.

7.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

7. a) As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-11 and 2-1th@f2003 Final EA, the potential for
geology and soils impacts associated with the éietsvfor all five of the affected refineries to
comply with Rule 1105.1 was determined to havempaict. Because the currently proposed
project consists of a single refinery’s activitiescomply with Rule 1105.1, geology and soils
impacts from the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Cbamze Project are within the scope of the
larger project evaluated in the 2003 Final EA farldr1105.1.

The City of Los Angeles is located within a seisallic active region. The most significant
potential geologic hazard at the Refinery is seissmiaking from future earthquakes generated
by active or potentially active faults in the ragioSeismic records have been available for the
last 200 years, with improved instrumental seisratords available for the past 50 years. Based
on review of earthquake data, most of the earthguglicenters occur along the San Andreas,
San Jacinto, Whittier-Elsinore and Newport-Ingle@daults (Jones and Hauksson, 1986). All
these faults are elements of the San Andreas d$gstem. Past experience indicates that there
has not been any substantial damage, structurathmrwise to the Refinery as a result of
earthquakes. However, faults in the area are patemburces of strong ground shaking,
including the following: 1) the San Andreas faulfy the Newport-Inglewood fault; 3) the
Malibu-Santa Monica-Raymond Hills fault; 4) the #aNerdes fault; 5) the Whittier-Elsinore
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fault; 6) the Sierra Madre fault; 7) the San Fedwmafault; 8) the Elysian Park fault; and 9) the
Torrance-Wilmington fault.

In addition to the known surface faults, shallowgdhg concealed “blind” thrust faults have
been postulated to underlie portions of the Loseleg Basin. Because there exist few data to
define the potential extent of rupture planes aasedt with these concealed thrust faults, the
maximum earthquake that they might generate ilgngnknown.

No faults or fault-related features are known tseat the project site. The site is not located i
any Alquist-Priolo Earthquake fault zone and is egpected to be subject to significant surface
fault displacement.

Based on the historical record, it is highly prdeathat earthquakes will affect the Los Angeles
region in the future. Research shows that damagaghquakes will occur on or near
recognized faults which show evidence of recentiaggo activity. The proximity of major
faults to the Refinery increases the probabilitagtthn earthquake may adversely affect the
Refinery. There is the potential for damage toriee structures in the event of an earthquake.
Impacts of an earthquake could include structumdurfe, spill, etc. The hazards of a release
during an earthquake are addressed in the “8.0ardazand Hazardous Materials” section
below.

New structures must be designed to comply with taform Building Code Zone 4
requirements since the proposed project is locat@dseismically active area. The City of Los
Angeles is responsible for assuring that the preggsoject complies with the Uniform Building
Code as part of the issuance of the building psrmaitd can conduct inspections to ensure
compliance. The Uniform Building Code is considkete be a standard safeguard against major
structural failures and loss of life. The goaltleé code is to provide structures that will: (1)
resist minor earthquakes without damage; (2) resistlerate earthquakes without structural
damage, but with some non-structural damage; anek$&t major earthquakes without collapse,
but with some structural and non-structural damabtiee Uniform Building Code bases seismic
design on minimum lateral seismic forces ("grouhdksng”). The Uniform Building Code
requirements operate on the principle that progdappropriate foundations, among other
aspects, helps to protect buildings from collapsé filure during earthquakes. The basic
formulas used for the Uniform Building Code seisndiesign require determination of the
seismic zone and site coefficient, which repreiemfoundation conditions at the site.

The Refinery will be required to obtain buildingrpets, as applicable, for all new structures at
the site. The Refinery shall submit building plaoghe City of Los Angeles for review. The
Refinery must receive approval of all building aand building permits to assure compliance
with the latest Building Code adopted by the Citiopto commencing construction activities.
The issuance of building permits from the localrexyewill assure compliance with the Uniform
Building Code requirements, which include requirateefor building within seismic hazard
zones. No significant impacts from seismic hazaads expected since the project will be
required to comply with the Uniform Building Codes.
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7. b) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-12 of tla8Znal EA, since add-on controls will
likely be installed at existing refineries, durirggpnstruction of the proposed project, the
possibility exists for temporary erosion resultifiggm excavating and grading activities,
however, these activities are expected to be latiteabout 0.05 acre at the Ultramar Refinery.
These activities are expected to be minor sinceptbposed project will occur within already
developed facilities in areas with generally flapagraphy. The proposed project involves the
addition of new emission control equipment to emgstfacilities so major grading/trenching is
not expected to be required and is expected torbeedl to minor foundation work. Compliance
with SCAQMD Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, will furtheninimize the potential for dust erosion
during construction. No unstable earth conditiomscbanges in geologic substructures are
expected to result from the proposed project.

Relative to operation, no change in surface rur#xpected because surface conditions will
remain relatively unchanged. Further, surface ffulsamninimized because surface runoff at all
facilities is typically captured, treated, and esled to the public sewerage system or storm drain
system.

7. ¢) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-12 of tH@g8Z8inal EA, since Rule 1105.1 will
affect existing facilities, it is expected that @@l types present at the affected facilities wok

be further susceptible to expansion. Soil liquedaccan accompany strong earth movement
caused by earthquakes. Liquefaction would mosthfikoccur in unconsolidated granular
sediments that are water saturated less than 8@déémv ground surface (Tinsley et al., 1985).
The pore water pressure can increase in certalis dwiing extended periods of ground shaking
which can change the soil from a solid to liquiatst Structures that are built on soils subject to
liquefaction can sink during an earthquake and draatjed since the soils cannot support their
weight.

The California Division of Mines and Geology hagatred seismic hazard map zones for areas
in California as required by the Seismic Hazardppiag Act (Public Resources Code Sections
2690-2699.6). The Ultramar Refinery is locatedh@ Long Beach Quadrangle and the area has
been mapped for seismic hazards by the DivisioMioks and Geology. The Hazard Map for
the area indicates that the Refinery is locatediwiatn area where there has been historic
occurrence of liquefaction, or local geologicalpgehnical and groundwater conditions indicate
a potential for permanent ground displacementshim ¢vent of an earthquake (California
Division of Mines and Geology, Map of Seismic Hak@ones, Long Beach Quadrangle, March
25, 1999). The issuance of building permits from libcal agency will assure compliance with
the Uniform Building Code requirements, which irddurequirements for building within
potential liquefaction zones. No significant imfgaérom liquefaction are expected since the
project will be required to comply with the UniforBuilding Codes.

The proposed project site is not subject to laddstir mudflow since the site is flat. No other
unique geological resources have been identifi¢deaRefinery.

7. d and e) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-12 of 0@8Zinal EA, since the proposed
project will affect existing refineries located lieavy industrial zones, it is expected that people
or property will not be exposed to expansive swilsoils incapable of supporting water disposal.
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Further, typically each affected Refinery has émgstwastewater treatment systems that will
continue to be used as part of the proposed project

No expansive soils as defined in Table 18-1-B ef tmiform Building Code are present in the
proposed project site. Therefore, the proposegegravill not create substantial risk to life or
property as a result of expansive soils.

The Refinery discharges wastewater to the locakesaystem under an Industrial Wastewater
Discharge Permit. Neither the Refinery nor thepps®d project will use septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems, therefooe,significant impacts on soils from
alternative wastewater disposal systems are exgecte

7.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thasigmificant adverse impacts to geology and
soils are expected to occur as a result of constru@and operational activities that refinery

operators would undertake in order to comply withleR1105.1. Also, the Ultramar Refinery

Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, a subset of theatlvyeroject analyzed in the 2003 Final EA,

will not result in any adverse significant impadts geology and soils. Based upon these
considerations, neither the project analyzed in 2883 Final EA for Rule 1105.1, nor the

currently proposed Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.Impbance Project will cause a substantial
increase to previously analyzed impacts or new otgpthat would result in an overall significant

adverse impact on geology and soils. Since noifgignt geology and soils impacts were

identified, no mitigation is required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
8.0 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS. Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the O %} O
environment through the routine transport, use,
and disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the [ %} O

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or L[] O M
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?
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d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of [ %} O
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code 865962.5 and, as a result,
would create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use [ O %}
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hdzar
for people residing or working in the project area?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private O O %}
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hdza
for people residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere [ (] %}
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk o [ O %}
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

i)  Significantly increase fire hazard in areas with [ (] %}
flammable materials?

8.1 Significance Criteria

The impacts associated with hazards will be cons@lsignificant if any of the following occur:
Non-compliance with any applicable design code=gulation.
Non-conformance to National Fire Protection Asaben standards.
Non-conformance to regulations or generally acmpindustry practices related to
operating policy and procedures concerning thegdesconstruction, security, leak

detection, spill containment or fire protection.

Exposure to hazardous chemicals in concentratiemsal to or greater than the
Emergency Response Planning Guideline (ERPG-2)deve
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8.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

8. a) and b)As discussed in the 2003 Final EA, on pages 4ht@ugh 4-17, the potential for
hazards and hazardous material impacts associatiedhe& activities for all five of the affected
refineries to comply with Rule 1105.1 was deterrdit@ be less than significant. Because the
currently proposed project consists of a singlenezf’s activities to comply with Rule 1105.1,
hazards and hazardous materials impacts from ttrarilir Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance
Project are within the scope of the larger prog@luated in the 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1.

General Hazards

The Refinery uses a number of hazardous materialthea site to manufacture petroleum

products. The major types of public safety riskssist of impacts from toxic substance

releases, fires, and explosions. Toxic substahesslled by the Refinery include hydrogen

sulfide, ammonia, regulated flammables like propand butane, and petroleum products like
gasoline, fuel oils, and diesel. Shipping, hargllstoring, and disposing of hazardous materials
inherently poses a certain risk of a release tetharonment.

The Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projeidl occur within the confines of the
existing Refinery. The currently designed propogedject is not expected to create any
additional hazards at the Refinery, as analyzethen2003 Final EA. Anhydrous ammonia is
injected as needed to condition the PM upstrearthefexisting ESPs for optimal reduction
efficiency. Should it be found that ammonia is necessary (thahe PM emission limits are not
sufficiently reduced), the Refinery would continiseuse anhydrous ammonia injected into the
system. This would assure that any hazard impaotdd be kept at a minimum, since the
current system is adequate to supply the new B3iere will be no new piping or no increase in
ammonia storage at the Refinery and, thereforéecremental increase in the potential exposure
or impacts from an accidental release from thetiegjsammonia storage tanks. The existing
emission control system was designed to use anbydammonia and the use of aqueous
ammonia is not currently possible. Accordingly, gteposed project will not change the hazards
associated with the storage of ammonia at the Bsgfias no new ammonia storage will be
required. The new ESP that will be installed tonpty with Rule 1105.1 is designed to reduce
PM emissions below the rule limits without the oé@mmonia.

In addition, hazardous materials and hazardousewdstm the existing refineries are currently
managed in accordance with applicable federale statd local rules and regulations and, thus,
no change to the management practices is expestedrasult of the Ultramar Refinery Rule
1105.1 Compliance Project. Therefore, no significedverse hazard impacts are expected from
the proposed project.

Transportation Release Scenario

The number of truck trips transporting ESP catdiy&ts to cement manufacturers is expected to
decrease despite an increase in the amount osafales collected after the installation of the
new ESP. Currently, the ESP hoppers are not heatkxaving the fines to cool and attract
atmospheric moisture. Additional water is usedraate a slurry capable of flowing the catalyst
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fines into transport trucks. The new ESP hoppeils ve heated to keep the fines dry,
eliminating the need for water, thus, reducing tbeime of material transported off-site. The
collected catalyst fines will continue to be hauwldie the same manner as currently handled and
will be disposed or recycled at approved facilities

Because it is not expected that ammonia will bedtgd in the new ESP to maintain Rule 1105.1
compliance, additional transport and handling i$ ewmpected to increase at the Refinery.
However, in the unexpected event that ammonia jectéd on a continuous basis for Rule
1105.1 compliance, a “worst-case” estimate is #iatydrous ammonia delivery trips could

increase by about one truck trip per year. Assaltgethis would slightly increase the probability

of an accident. Despite this, the maximum quamitgmmonia transported to and stored at the
Refinery at any one time would not be increased #merefore, the magnitude and potential
consequences of a release involving ammonia waetldimange from the existing conditions.

Ultramar currently uses about 128 tons per yeantfydrous ammonia (which generates about
10 truck trips per year) to condition the emissitros the FCCU prior to the ESP. As discussed
above, the proposed project on a worst-case basid increase the number of ammonia truck
trips by one truck per year. Regulations for thengport of hazardous materials by public
highway are described in 49 Code of Federal Reigulatl 73 and 177. Anhydrous ammonia is
currently delivered to the Refinery so the propaseject would not introduce any new hazards.

The accident rates developed based on transp@alifornia were used to predict the accident
rate associated with trucks transporting ammoniaédacility. The Refinery currently receives
about 10 trucks per year of anhydrous ammonia.sueng an average truck accident rate of
0.28 accidents per million miles traveled (Los AlegeCounty, 1988)the estimated existing
accident rate associated with the transport of dmdus ammonia is 0.00014, or about one
accident every 7,142 years.

On a “worst-case” basis, the proposed project geeted to increase the amount of ammonia
delivered to the Refinery so that a maximum ofriitKks per year are expected (as compared to
the baseline of 10 trucks per year). Assuming\arage truck accident rate of 0.28 accidents
per million miles traveled (Los Angeles County, 83&he estimated accident rate associated
with the increase in the transport of anhydrous amieis 0.000154, or about one accident
every 6,493 years. Therefore, the proposed prajeatd increase the probability of an accident
(from one accident every 7,142 years to one actideary 6,493 years). [The incremental
increase in hazard impacts associated with thegsexpproject would be one truck per year, for
an estimated accident rate of 0.000014 or about awwédent every 71,428 years.] The
maximum quantity of anhydrous ammonia transportedrid stored at the Refinery at any one
time would not be increased; therefore, the mageitand potential consequences of a release
involving anhydrous ammonia would not change frdra éxisting conditions. Therefore, no
significant adverse hazard impacts are expected fhe proposed project.

The actual occurrence of an accidental releasehaizardous material cannot be predicted. The
location of an accident or whether sensitive poparg would be present in the immediate

vicinity also cannot be identified. In generale tthortest and most direct route that takes the
least amount of time would have the least riskrofhacident. Hazardous material transporters
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do not routinely avoid populated areas along thaites, although they generally use approved
truck routes that take population densities angiiea populations into account.

Based on the low probability of an ammonia tankeck accident with a major release, its
potential severity if it did occur, the conclusiofthis analysis is that potential impacts due to
accidental release of ammonia during transportatreress than significant.

8. ¢) As discussed in the 2003 Final EA, beginning ogepé-13, none of the affected refineries
are located within one-quarter mile of an existingproposed school. The Ultramar Refinery is
not located within a one-quarter mile of an exggtior proposed school site. The potential
impacts of the proposed project on schools is erpeo be less than significant.

8. d) As discussed in the 2003 Final EA, beginning onepdgdl3, significant hazard impacts
from the disposal/recycling of hazardous mater@as not expected. The proposed project will
be constructed within the confines of the existiramar Refinery. In 1985, the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) adopted Ord&¢1g requiring the Ultramar Refinery
(and other local refineries and terminals) to candwbsurface investigations of soil and ground
water. CEQA Section 21092.6 requires the lead @gnconsult the lists compiled pursuant to
Section 65962.5 of the Government Code to determimether the project and any alternatives
are located on a site which is included on sudh e Refinery is included on a list compiled
by the California Environmental Protection Agen&alEPA) and dated May 6, 1999. The
Refinery is listed on the May 6, 1999 list becatise on a list of Cleanup and Abatement Orders
prepared by the State Water Resources Control B@der No. 97-118). For sites which are
listed pursuant to Government Code Section 659@2e5following information is requested:

Applicant: Ultramar Refinery

Address: 2402 Anaheim Street, Wilmington, Califard0744
Phone: (562) 491-6877

Address of Site: 2402 Anaheim Street, Wilmingtoalif©rnia 90744
Local Agency: Wilmington, City of Los Angeles

Assessor’s Book: 7440-2-20,22

List: See above.

Regulatory ID No:  4B192023NO6

Date of List: See above.

The proposed project is not expected to adverdédgtathe Ultramar Refinery’'s Cleanup and
Abatement Order. The Order will remain in effeetlaontinue to establish requirements for site
monitoring and clean up of existing contamination.

Currently, there is no evidence that soil contatnamais located within the areas proposed for
grading, trenching or excavation. Constructioniviteés could uncover contaminated soils,
given the heavily industrialized nature of the Refy and the fact that refining activities,
petroleum storage, and distribution have been otteduat the site for a number of years.

Excavated soils that contain concentrations ofagersubstances, including heavy metals and
hydrocarbons, generally are regulated under Caldohazardous waste regulations. Any

2-29



Chapter 2: Environmental Checklist

required soil remediation will be handled underabproved SCAQMD Rule 1166 plan by using
an organic vapor analyzer and visual inspectiondftection of VOC and other hydrocarbons.
Soil which demonstrates a VOC reading in excessOoppm or greater at a distance of up to
three inches from the surface or which otherwisgeaps contaminated will be segregated and
stockpiled for further analysis. Soils will thele managed in accordance with Ultramar’'s Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board interwaste discharge permit for soil
management in connection with excavation (File 8857-270(93)) including requirements for
soil testing, monitoring, and reporting. Soils,igthexceed the standards specified in the permit,
will be segregated and managed as contaminatedvgbiltreatment or disposal managed in
accordance with state hazardous waste regulatidnssignificant impacts are expected from the
construction-related potential for encounteringtaaminated soils during excavation since there
are numerous local, state (Title 22 of the Cali@@ode of Regulations) and federal rules which
regulate the handling, transportation, and ultindigposition of contaminated soils, including
SCAQMD Rule 1166. Title 22 of the California Codé Regulations establishes many
requirements for hazardous waste handling, trabhgmar disposal, including requirements to use
approved disposal/treatment facilities, use cedifihazardous waste transporters, and use
manifests to track hazardous materials, among nodingr requirements. Contaminated soil
found during previous construction activities haserally not been considered hazardous waste.
Soil sampling will be conducted in the event ex¢@vais necessary and the Refinery will
comply with all applicable rules and regulations.

8. e) and f) As discussed in the 2003 Final EA, beginning onepé&d 3, the proposed project
will be constructed within the confines of the ¢ixig Refinery The proposed project site is not
located within an airport land use plan or withimotmiles of a public or private use airport.
Therefore, no safety hazards are expected frorpritigosed project on any airport.

8. g) As discussed in the 2003 Final EA, beginning agegp4-13, the proposed project is not
expected to interfere with an emergency responae pt emergency evacuation plan. The
proposed project will result in modifications teetaxisting Refinery. All construction activities
will occur within the confines of the existing Rafiry so that no emergency response plans at
other facilities should be affected. The Refinbag implemented emergency response plans at
its facility, but no substantial modifications teetplans are expected as a result of the proposed
project. The proposed project is not expectedlter éhe route that employees would take to
evacuate the site, as the evacuation routes ggneliedcts employees outside of the main
operating portions of the Refinery.

8. h and i) As discussed in the 2003 Final EA, beginning agep4-13, the proposed project
will not increase the existing risk of fire hazardsareas with flammable brush, grass, or trees.
The proposed project will not increase the existisg of fire hazards in areas with flammable
brush, grass, or trees. The proposed project doegxpose people or structures to wildland
fires. Further, the proposed project is not lodatean area where residents are intermixed with
wildlands. No substantial or native vegetationsexiwithin the operational portions of the
Refinery. Further, no increase in the storagdashimable materials at the Refinery is expected.
Therefore, no significant increase in fire hazaadsexpected at the Refinery associated with the
proposed project.
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Based on the above considerations, the potentiartia and hazardous materials impacts related
to the operations at the Ultramar Refinery, andtthasport of hazardous materials associated
with the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliancej€ct are less than significant.

8.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thasigmificant adverse impacts to hazards and
hazardous materials are expected to occur as # ofstonstruction and operational activities
that refinery operators would undertake in ordezdmply with Rule 1105.1. Also, the Ultramar
Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, a sub&¢he overall project analyzed in the 2003
Final EA, will not result in any adverse signifitampacts to hazards and hazardous materials.
Based upon these considerations, neither the prajedyzed in the 2003 Final EA for Rule
1105.1, nor the currently proposed Ultramar RefinBule 1105.1 Compliance Project will
cause a substantial increase to previously analympédcts or new impacts that would result in
an overall significant adverse impact on hazards lmazardous materials. Since no significant
adverse hazard/hazardous materials impacts wenmifidd, no mitigation is required or
proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
9.0 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste [ O %}
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 0O O %}

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-eRripti
nearby wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattar O O %}
the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
course of a stream or river, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltatiorr on
or off-site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattar O | O
the site or area, including through alterationhaf t
course of a stream or river, or substantially
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9)

h)

)
K)

increase the rate or amount of su_rface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or off-
site?

Create or contribute runoff water which would 0O
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area O
structures, which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

Expose people or structures to a significark ok O
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? O

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the O
applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

Require or result in the construction of new evat O
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which cdul

cause significant environmental effects?

Require or result in the construction of newrsto O
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
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n) Have sufficient water supplies available to serv O O %}
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

0) Require in a determination by the wastewater [ O M
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

9.1 Significance Criteria

Potential impacts on water resources will be carsid significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

Water Quality:

The project will cause degradation or depletiorgafund water resources substantially
affecting current or future uses.

The project will cause the degradation of surfaeger substantially affecting current or
future uses.

The project will result in a violation of NationBbllutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements.

The capacities of existing or proposed wastewasitatment facilities and the sanitary
sewer system are not sufficient to meet the nettte@roject.

The project results in substantial increases éndtea of impervious surfaces, such that
interference with groundwater recharge efforts egcu

The project results in alterations to the courstoov of floodwaters.
Water Demand:

The existing water supply does not have the capazimeet the increased demands of
the project, or the project would use a substaatiaunt of potable water.

The project increases demand for water by mone filke million gallons per day.
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9.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts
9. a), k), ), and 0) Wastewater Generation

As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-17 of the 20038IFEA, the potential for hydrology and
water quality impacts associated with the actisitfer all five of the affected refineries to
comply with Rule 1105.1 was determined to be lésm tsignificant. Because the currently
proposed project consists of a single refinerytsvaies to comply with Rule 1105.1, hydrology
and water quality impacts from the Ultramar Refin&ule 1105.1 Compliance Project are
within the scope of the larger project evaluatethen2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1.

The Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Prioget¢he Refinery includes the construction
of one new ESP downstream of the two existing pr&SPs. Water will be used during
grading activities to minimize dust emissions; heare the amount of grading required is
minimal (0.05 acre) since the area for the locatioh the new foundations is already flat.
Therefore, no substantial use of water is requi@thg the construction phase.

No increase in water use is expected during theatipeal phase due to the proposed project
since the operation of dry ESPs does not use walérerefore, no increase in water use is
required as part of the proposed project. Thegwed project will not violated any water
quality standards, increase wastewater dischangeeed wastewater treatment requirements,
require the construction of new water or wastewdi®atment facilities or require a
determination by the wastewater treatment prouiat it has adequate capacity.

9. b) Ground Water Quality

As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-17 of the3Zbidal EA, the proposed project is not
expected to significantly adversely affect the ditgor quality of groundwater in the area of the
Refinery.

There is no beneficial use of ground water in tteaaf the Ultramar Refinery since most of the
aquifers are unusable for fresh water supply bexafisalt-water intrusion. A small amount of
water will be used for dust suppression during m@gdctivities, but this amount would not
exceed the SCAQMD’s water demand significance ttokelsof five million gallons per day or
more. However, since dry ESP technology does tilizaiwater, no increase in water use is
expected during operations associated with the gzegb project. Therefore, no significant
adverse impacts are expected to ground water guedin the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1
Compliance Project.

9. ¢),d), e), f)yand m) Surface Water

As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-18 of the32Bdal EA, changes to the Refinery’s
storm water collection systems are expected t@ge than significant since most of the changes
will occur within existing units. The Ultramar fReery is located immediately east of the
Dominguez Channel, less than one-half mile nortthefCerritos Channel, and approximately
1.3 miles west of the Los Angeles River. The Logéles River and the Dominguez Channel
are the major drainages that flow into the Los Aegid.ong Beach Harbor complex. Sediments
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and contaminants are transported into the harbibr tve flows from the Los Angeles River and,
to a lesser degree, the Dominguez Channel.

At the Ultramar Refinery, storm water runoff withprocess unit areas are handled by the
Refinery’s wastewater system and sent to an ongédstewater treatment system prior to
discharge to the Los Angeles County Sanitationr@ist system. Storm water runoff from
outside the process unit areas will be collected amnaged subject to the Refinery’'s
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, and dischérfigough the Port of Long Beach storm
water system. The proposed project is not expetdecksult in an increase in storm water
runoff, or affect drainage, therefore, no signifitadverse impacts on storm water runoff is
expected.

9. g), h), and i) Flooding

As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-18 of the32bihal EA, the proposed project is
expected to involve construction and modificatiaivaties located within existing refineries
and does not include the construction of any nemsimg nor would it place new housing within
a 100-year flood hazard area. The Refinery idowzted within a 100-year flood hazard area so
the proposed project would not impede or redirddd-year flood flows. The project is not
located within a flood zone and would not exposapbe or property to any known flood-related
hazards.

9. j) Other Hazards

As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-18 of the32Bal EA, the affected refineries are
generally located near the Ports of Long BeachLarsdAngeles, but at a sufficient distance from
the shore to avoid potential tsunami impacts. &lae no open ponds at the site so that the
potential for seiching is considered to be lessth@nificant. The proposed project site is
located near the Los Angeles/Long Beach Harbor hvhiars breakwaters constructed to protect
the port areas so the potential for a tsunami te@ely affect the Refinery site is considered
less than significant. The proposed project sitecated in a flat area with no hills or mountains
nearby so the potential for significant impactsrirmudflows is considered less than significant.

9. n) Water Demand

As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-18 of the8Ztifial EA, the refineries are expected to
have sufficient water supplies available for RultD3.1 compliance projects. The Ultramar
Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project is not etgek to result in a substantial increase in
water use. A small amount of water will be useddost suppression during grading activities,
but this amount would not exceed the SCAQMD'’s walkemand significance threshold of five

million gallons per day or more. Since dry ESP:dobutilize water, no increase in water use
would be expected for the operation of the dry ESRs significant adverse impact on water use
is expected due to the proposed project.

Based on the above considerations, the potentdiblygy and water quality impacts, especially
those associated with wastewater discharge, stoaterwdischarge, and water demand are
expected to be less than significant for the predqsoject.
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9.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thasmgmificant adverse impacts to hydrology
and water quality are expected to occur as a reswabnstruction and operational activities that
refinery operators would undertake in order to clygnwgith Rule 1105.1. Also, the Ultramar

Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, a sub&¢he overall project analyzed in the 2003
Final EA, will not result in any adverse signifitampacts to hydrology and water quality.

Based upon these considerations, neither the prajedyzed in the 2003 Final EA for Rule
1105.1, nor the currently proposed Ultramar RefinBule 1105.1 Compliance Project will

cause a substantial increase to previously analgzedw impacts that would result in an overall
significant adverse impact on hydrology and watgligy. Since no significant hydrology and

water quality impacts were identified, no mitigatis required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

10.0 LAND USE AND PLANNING.
Would the project

a) Physically divide an established community? O O %}

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, pgi O O %}
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservatio O O %}
or natural community conservation plan?

10.1  Significance Criteria

Land use and planning impacts will be consideregicant if the project conflicts with the
land use and zoning designations established bgitigeof Los Angeles.

10.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

10. a) As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-19 of the 2003al EA, the potential for land use
and planning impacts associated with the activit@sall five of the affected refineries to
comply with Rule 1105.1 was determined to be léss tsignificant. Because the currently
proposed project consists of a single refineryvaes to comply with Rule 1105.1, land use
and planning impacts from the Ultramar Refinerydr1105.1 Compliance Project are within the
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scope of the larger project evaluated in the 20Q3IFEA for Rule 1105.1. The proposed project
will occur entirely within the boundaries of theiging Ultramar Refinery, thus, it will not result
in physically dividing any established communitiesit will continue the use of the site as a
Refinery.

10. b) and c)As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-19 of the3Zb@al EA, land use and
other planning considerations are determined bgllgovernments and no land use or planning
requirements will be altered by regulating emissioh PM10 and ammonia slip from FCCUs.
The Refinery is located in the Wilmington Distrat the City of Los Angeles within southern
Los Angeles County. The community of Wilmingtongenerally urbanized and includes a
substantial amount of industrial and port-relatededopment. The Ports of Los Angeles and
Long Beach are located along the coastal boundanjilmington.

The Wilmington area is bordered by the Harbor Fege@nterstate 110) on the west, the Long
Beach Freeway (Interstate 710) on the east, thdD&sgo Freeway (Interstate 405) on the north
and the Pacific Ocean on the south. The Domin@iiemnnel runs adjacent to the Refinery from
the north to the south. Railroad tracks serviee d@hea along the western boundary of the
Refinery and along Alameda Street.

The project would be consistent with the zoning fbe Refinery (M3-1) and with the
Wilmington-Harbor City Plan (City of Los Angeles993). All proposed modifications would
occur within the confines of the existing Refinery.

The Ultramar Refinery is located within the Calif@ Coastal Zone and regulated by the
California Coastal Commission. The proposed modiions at the Refinery are expected to
require the issuance of either a Coastal Developfaemmit or a de minimus waiver to assure
that the project will comply with the coastal prten requirements of the California Coastal
Act. The California Coastal Commission in the gaas$ reviewed development at the Ultramar
Refinery and has issued 15 coastal developmentijgeand 13 de minimus waivers (minor
development projects which did not require a Cod3&velopment Permit). For each Coastal
Development Permit at the Refinery, the Commiséamd the proposed Refinery development
to be consistent with the goals and policies of@adifornia Coastal Act. The development in
the proposed project is similar to the developnibat the California Coastal Commission has
approved in previous permit actions. The propdRetinery development will not impede or
otherwise adversely impact recreation or other tebases. The heavily industrial character of
the general area and the extensive port developmmehteliminated or greatly reduced most
traditional coastal recreation opportunities in wieinity of the Refinery. Therefore, the
proposed project is consistent with the goals aitips of the California Coastal Act and is not
expected to have significant adverse impacts ostabeesources.

Based on the above, the proposed project woulccowilict with any land use plan policy, or

regulation adopted to avoid or mitigate an envirental effect, or conflict with a habitat or
natural community conservation plan.
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10.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thatsignificant adverse impacts to land use
and planning are expected to occur as a resulbo$touction and operational activities that
refinery operators would undertake in order to clygnwgith Rule 1105.1. Also, the Ultramar
Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, a sub&¢he overall project analyzed in the 2003
Final EA, will not result in any adverse signifitampacts to land use and planning. Based
upon these considerations, neither the projectyaedlin the 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1, nor
the currently proposed Ultramar Refinery Rule 110&ompliance Project will cause a
substantial increase to previously analyzed impactsew impacts that would result in an
overall significant adverse impact on land use pllatining. Since no significant land use and
planning impacts were identified, no mitigatiomagjuired or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

11.0 MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known O O %}
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally- O O %}
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan o
other land use plan?

11.1  Significance Criteria

Project-related impacts on mineral resources wdl donsidered significant if any of the
following conditions are met:

The project would result in the loss of availdpilof a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residefhthestate.

The proposed project results in the loss of alditg of a locally-important mineral

resource recovery site delineated on a local gépéana, specific plan or other land use
plan
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11.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

11. a), and b) As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-20 of the 2Bdal EA, the potential for
mineral resources impacts associated with the iaeivfor all five of the affected refineries to
comply with Rule 1105.1 was determined to be ldstsignificant. All construction and
operational activities that would occur as a resiltthe proposed project at the Ultramar
Refinery will occur within the confines of the etiigy Refinery. The proposed project would be
consistent with the heavy industrial zoning for Befinery. The only significant resource in the
vicinity of the Refinery is the production of ofldm the Wilmington field. While much of the
operation for this field has been decommissionaditdd production facilities remain in the
vicinity of the Refinery. None of these productitacilities will be affected by the proposed
project in any way so no significant adverse impace expected. There are no provisions of the
proposed project that would result in the losswailability of a known mineral resource of value
to the region and the residents of the state sscdggregate, coal, clay, shale, et cetera, or of a
locally-important mineral resource recovery sitéraated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan. Based upon the above @emdions, significant mineral resources
impacts are not expected from the Ultramar Refirue 1105.1 Compliance Project.

11.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thatsignificant adverse impacts to mineral
resources are expected to occur as a result ofractien and operational activities that Refinery
operators would undertake in order to comply withleR1105.1. Also, the Ultramar Refinery
Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, a subset of theatlvyeroject analyzed in the 2003 Final EA,
will not result in any adverse significant impadts mineral resources. Based upon these
considerations, neither the project analyzed in 2883 Final EA for Rule 1105.1, nor the
currently proposed Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.Inpbance Project will cause a substantial n
increase in previously analyzed impacts or new stgpthat would result in an overall significant
adverse impact on mineral resources. Since nafisggm mineral resources impacts were
identified, no mitigation is required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

12.0 NOISE. Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise O %} O
levels in excess of standards established in the

local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?
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b)

d)

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive [l M L
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise [ %} L
levels in the project vicinity above levels exigtin
without the project?

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in L M L
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

For a project located within an airport land use L[ L M
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,

within two miles of a public airport or public use

airport, would the project expose people residing

or working in the project area to excessive noise

levels?

For a project within the vicinity of a private (] (] M
airstrip, would the project expose people residing

or working in the project area to excessive noise

levels?

12.1

Significance Criteria

Impacts on noise will be considered significant if:

12.2

Construction noise levels exceed the City of Log@les noise ordinance or, if the noise
threshold is currently exceeded, project noise gsiincrease ambient noise levels by
more than three decibels (dBA) at the site bounda@@gnstruction noise levels will be
considered significant if they exceed federal Oetigmal Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) noise standards for workers.

The proposed project operational noise levelsexxemy of the local noise ordinances at
the site boundary or, if the noise threshold igentty exceeded, project noise sources
increase ambient noise levels by more than threéeatBhe site boundary.

Environmental Setting and Impacts

12. a), b), c), and d)As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-21 of the 2003lFEA, the potential

for noise impacts associated with the activitiesdib five of the affected refineries to comply
with Rule 1105.1 was determined to be less thanifsignt. Because the currently proposed
project consists of a single refinery’s activittescomply with Rule 1105.1, noise impacts from

2-40



Ultramar Inc., Valero Wilmington Refinery SCAQMD Ru le 1105.1 Compliance Project

the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Progge within the scope of the larger project
evaluated in the 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1.

The vicinity of the proposed Refinery project istaban environment characterized by extensive
industrial, commercial and transportation-relataddl uses. The Refinery is surrounded by
industrial facilities, commercial activities an@misportation corridors. Major contributors to the
ambient noise levels in the general vicinity of Refinery include the following:

* The local railways which run along the northern amgtern boundaries of the Refinery;

* Vehicular traffic on the Terminal Island Freewayertly Ford Avenue, and Anaheim
Street, especially the large number of trucks tisa# these arterials into and out of the
port area;

* The industrial facilities which include the Refigela hydrogen plant, a coke calcining
facility, cogeneration plant, container facilitieautomobile import facilities, other
refineries, and automobile wrecking/dismantlingragiens; and

 The numerous port-related activities such as vesaffic and loading/unloading of
cargo.

Traffic, both vehicular and railroad, is a majousze of noise in the area. The Terminal Island
Freeway is a major noise source at the site sihds elevated above most structures and
buildings; therefore, the noise is not attenuatedj@ickly as noise generated at ground level.
The estimated noise level 50 feet from the Termislaind Freeway is about 70 dBA. Elevated
railroad tracks have also been constructed alomgvidstern portion of the Refinery as part of the
Alameda Corridor and are a source of noise in tha.a

The existing noise environment at the Ultramar iy is dominated by existing Refinery
equipment, other heavy industrial activities, aradfic. Construction activities for the proposed
project are expected to generate noise associdtbdhe use of heavy construction equipment
and construction-related traffic. However, noisenf the proposed project is not expected to
produce noise in excess of current operations.ldtegion of the construction activities will be
adjacent to the FCCU and located adjacent to otftkrstrial areas. The closest residents are
located approximately one mile to the northwesthef construction site. Therefore, the noise
impacts associated with construction activities expected to be less than significant since
sufficient distance exists between the construatioise sources and sensitive receptors for the
noise to be completely attenuated.

Noise from the proposed project is not expecte@xceed that of current operations at the
existing Refinery. The noise produced by ESPs ishmess than the existing noise produced by
the FCCU. Noise levels in the vicinity of the FC@te in the range of 70 to 80 decibels. The
FCCU is located near the center of the Refineryhst noise levels are dissipated by the time
they reach the Refinery property boundaries. Toeagsed project will result in the construction

of one new ESP downstream of two existing pardl&lPs. The noise level of the new

equipment is expected to be about the same as exising equipment, so no change in overall
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noise levels at the Refinery is expected duringdperation of the proposed project. Further,
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OJHAd California-OSHA have established
noise standards to protect worker health. Noiggcts are expected to be less than significant.

12. e) and f) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-21 of ®@32Final EA, the Ultramar
Refinery is not located within an airport land ydan, and the proposed project would not
expose people residing or working in the projeeiaaio excessive noise levels associated with
airplanes.

12.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thatsigmificant adverse impacts to noise are
expected to occur as a result of construction gretational activities that refinery operators
would undertake in order to comply with Rule 1105Also, the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1
Compliance Project, a subset of the overall prageetyzed in the 2003 Final EA, will not result
in any adverse significant impacts to noise. Bagash these considerations, neither the project
analyzed in the 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1, tie currently proposed Ultramar Refinery
Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project will cause a sulbistancrease in previously analyzed impacts
or new impacts that would result in an overall gigant adverse impact on noise. Since no
significant noise impacts were identified, no natign is required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
13.0 POPULATION AND HOUSING.
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial growth in an area either diyectl [ O %}

(for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through extensibn o
roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, [0 O %}
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, [ [ %}
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
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13.1 Significance Criteria

The impacts of the proposed project on populatiwh lrousing will be considered significant if
the following criteria are exceeded:

The demand for temporary or permanent housingeslscthe existing supply.

The proposed project produces additional populatilousing or employment
inconsistent with adopted plans either in termewarall amount or location.

13.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

13. a) As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-22 of the 2883l EA, the potential for population
and housing impacts associated with the activitesll five of the affected refineries to comply
with Rule 1105.1 was determined to be less thanifsignt. Because the currently proposed
project consists of a single refinery’s activitites comply with Rule 1105.1, population and
housing impacts from the Ultramar Refinery Rule 3.10Compliance Project are within the
scope of the larger project evaluated in the 2003IFEA for Rule 1105.1.

Construction and operations activities associatel thie proposed project are not expected to
involve the relocation of individuals, impact haugior commercial facilities, or change the
distribution of the population because the propgsegect will occur completely within existing
industrial facilities. A maximum of 85 workers Wie required during the construction phase of
the proposed project and most of the workers apea®rd to come from the large labor pool in
southern California. No increase in the permanentber of workers at the Refinery is expected
following the construction phase because the pyneffiect of the proposed project is to install
one new ESP downstream of the two existing par&lfePs and no increase in workers is
required to operate the additional equipment.

13. b) and c) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-22 of th@32Final EA, because the
proposed project includes modifications and/or gesnat existing refineries in industrial
settings, the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Conmg@Project is not expected to result in the
creation of any industry that would affect popwatigrowth, directly or indirectly induce the
construction of single- or multiple-family units; equire the displacement of people or housing
elsewhere in the district. Since the proposedegtayill occur at an existing industrial facility,
displacement of housing of any type is not antigda Therefore, construction and operation of
the proposed project is not expected to have aifisignt adverse impact on population,
population distribution, or housing.

13.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thasigmificant adverse impacts to population
and housing are expected to occur as a result métieection and operational activities that
refinery operators would undertake in order to clynwath Rule 1105.1. Also, the Ultramar

Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, a subk¢he overall project analyzed in the 2003
Final EA, will not result in any adverse signifitampacts to population and housing. Based
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upon these considerations, neither the projectaedlin the 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1, nor
the currently proposed Ultramar Refinery Rule 110&ompliance Project will cause a
substantial increase in previously analyzed impact:)ew impacts that would result in an
overall significant adverse impact on populationl &wusing. Since no significant population
and housing impacts were identified, no mitigai®required or proposed.

Potentially = Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

14.0. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the proposal
result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered government
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of
the following public services:

a) Fire protection?

b) Police protection?

c) Schools?

d) Parks?

e) Other public facilities?

Ooooono
Ooooono
NNRNN

14.1 Significance Criteria

Impacts on public services will be considered digant if the project results in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the poovisof new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or the need for new or pbglly altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant eommental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response time or o#rfonpnance objectives.

14.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts
14. a) Fire and Police Protection

14. a) and b) As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-23 of the 200&lFEA, the potential for
public services impacts associated with the aatwifor all five of the affected refineries to
comply with Rule 1105.1 was determined to be léss tsignificant. Because the currently
proposed project consists of a single refinery'svaies to comply with Rule 1105.1, public
services impacts from the Ultramar Refinery Rul®3.1 Compliance Project are within the
scope of the larger project evaluated in the 2063IFEA for Rule 1105.1.

2-44



Ultramar Inc., Valero Wilmington Refinery SCAQMD Ru le 1105.1 Compliance Project

The Ultramar Refinery receives police and fire potibn services from the City of Los Angeles.

Construction and operational activities are noteex@d to result in an increased need for fire
response services. Construction and operatioriaditess include safeguards, monitoring for

hazards with equipment designed to detect sourtdiammable gases and vapors, written
procedures, training, and authorization of equipnosed on-site.

Compliance with state and local fire codes is etggeto minimize the need for additional fire
protection services. The Refinery is served byoitsr emergency response team along with
local fire department and other emergency servic€ge-fighting and emergency response
personnel and equipment will continue to be man&diand operated at the Refinery. Existing
fire protection at the Refinery includes two foarailers with a foam portioning pump; three
hired gun monitors which consist of nozzles that daliver 2,000 gpm of water or foam; tank
trucks with foam carrying capabilities; two 50-gall foam hose reel stations within each
Refinery unit, each capable of delivering 110 gmlmluge systems within Refinery Units and
over hydrocarbon pumps; on-site fire water hydraatg chemical extinguishers; fixed firewater
monitors within process units each capable of @elng a minimum of 500 gpm; and portable
fire monitors within each unit to quickly establistater flow. The on-site foam-making
capability at the Refinery is about 6,000 to 7,0@00ns.

In addition, Ultramar maintains an on-site Emergeiesponse Team composed of 20-25
personnel per shift with fire-fighting experiencéembers of the team receive hands-on fire
training on a quarterly basis. Close coordinatiath local fire departments and emergency
services will also continue and no new fire pratacttesources would be needed.

The City of Los Angeles Police Department is theponding agency for law enforcement needs
in the vicinity of the proposed project. The pntjsite is located within the jurisdiction of the
Los Angeles Police Department's Harbor Divisiorne Harbor Division Station, located at 2175
John Gibson Boulevard in San Pedro, is approximdtair miles from the project site. The
station has six to twelve units available for resg depending on the time of day. Because
police units are in the field, response times \gending on the location of the nearest unit.

Construction and operational activities within tbenfines of the Ultramar Refinery will be
monitored by the existing security force statiom¢dhe Refinery 24 hours a day, seven days a
week. The security force includes five guards mythe day (two at each of the two entrances
and one roving guard) and two guards at night @rt@ée one entrance opened at night and one
roving guard). The Refinery is fenced and a 24rhsecurity force will continue to be
maintained. Entry and exit of the construction kvimrce will be monitored and no additional or
altered police protection is expected to be reguihge to the proposed project.

14. ¢, d) and e) Schools, Parks and Other PubliaEilities

As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-23 of the3ZBidal EA, the local labor pool (e.g.,
workforce) is expected to be adequate to fill tirsterm construction positions for the
proposed project. The Ultramar Refinery Rule 11068ompliance Project will require a
maximum of about 8%onstruction workers. These workers are expeaedotne primarily

from the labor pool in southern California. Themosed project will not result in additional
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permanent workers at the facility or increase theall population, as no new workers are
required to operate the new ESP. Thus, no impaetexpected to local schools, parks, other
public facilities or government services.

Based upon these considerations, significant pudgigices impacts are not expected from the
implementation of the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1106dmpliance Project.

14.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thatsmgnificant adverse impacts to public
services are expected to occur as a result of wanistn and operational activities that refinery
operators would undertake in order to comply witleR1105.1. Also, the Ultramar Refinery
Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, a subset of theativeroject analyzed in the 2003 Final EA,
will not result in any adverse significant impadts public services. Based upon these
considerations, neither the project analyzed in 2883 Final EA for Rule 1105.1, nor the
currently proposed Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.ImPbance Project will cause a substantial
increase in previously analyzed impacts or new otgptnat would result in an overall significant
adverse impact on public services. Since no sagmf public services impacts were identified,
no mitigation is required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
15.0 RECREATION
a) Would the project increase the use of existing [ [ %}
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilitees [ [ %}

require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?
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15.1 Significance Criteria
The impacts to recreation will be considered sigaiit if:

The project results in an increased demand faghi@irhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities.

The project adversely affects existing recreatiopgortunities.
15.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

15. a) and b) As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-24 of the 200&lFEA, the potential for
recreation impacts associated with the activitersall five of the affected refineries to comply
with Rule 1105.1 was determined to be less thanifstignt. Because the currently proposed
project consists of a single refinery’s activitiescomply with Rule 1105.1, recreation impacts
from the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Complianeejétt are within the scope of the larger
project evaluated in the 2003 Final EA for Rule 3.10

The Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projei! require a maximum of about 85
construction workers. These workers are expeceie from the large labor pool in southern
California. The proposed project will not resultadditional permanent workers at the facility or
increase the local population. Due to the heavyushdhlization of the area, there are no
recreational opportunities of significance at othe immediate vicinity of the Refinery. Thus,
no impacts are expected to recreational facilgied the proposed project would not require the
construction or expansion or recreational facsitibat might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment.

15.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded thatsigmificant adverse impacts to recreation
are expected to occur as a result of constructiohoperational activities that refinery operators
would undertake in order to comply with Rule 1105Also, the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1
Compliance Project, a subset of the overall prageetyzed in the 2003 Final EA, will not result
in any adverse significant impacts to recreati®dased upon these considerations, neither the
project analyzed in the 2003 Final EA for Rule 110%or the currently proposed Ultramar
Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project will cawsesubstantial increase in previously
analyzed impacts or new impacts that would resulin overall significant adverse impact on
recreation. Since no significant recreation impatére identified, no mitigation is required or
proposed.
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Potentially  Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
16.0. SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE. Would the
project:
a) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permdte O %} O

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

b) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes O O %}
regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?

16.1  Significance Criteria

The proposed project impacts on solid and hazard@asse will be considered significant if the
following occur:

The generation and disposal of hazardous and apartious waste exceeds the capacity
of designated landfills.

16.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

16. a) Construction Activities: As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-25 of the 200aIFEA,
the potential for solid/hazardous waste impacte®@asged with the activities for all five of the
affected refineries to comply with Rule 1105.1 wdetermined to be less than significant.
Because the currently proposed project consises sihgle refinery’s activities to comply with
Rule 1105.1, solid/hazardous waste impacts from thHeamar Refinery Rule 1105.1
Compliance Project are within the scope of thedaggoject evaluated in the 2003 Final EA for
Rule 1105.1.

No major demolition activities (i.e., dismantle amtbcate minor existing wastewater equipment
and relocate the existing regenerator flue gakstae expected as part of the proposed project
SO no increase in the generation of hazardous/sdiste is expected during the construction
period. The existing regenerator flue gas stack w@lremoved and replaced with a new stack.
The old stack is expected to be shipped off foyckeg due to its metal content. Therefore, no
significant adverse impacts are expected to thstiagi landfill capacity due to construction of
the proposed project. The preparation of theasitk construction related to the revised proposed
project has the potential to generate hazardousrralst and wastes, however, minimal grading
is required for the proposed project (approximat@l9s acre). If hazardous materials were
encountered during construction activities, it veblok treated on-site or disposed of off-site at an
approved facility. Options available for off-sitésposal include non-hazardous and hazardous
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waste landfills. If hydrocarbons are encountenadngdj installation of project-related equipment,

they would be recovered and processed in existefin®y units for conversion into products.

Based on the above, the solid and hazardous wartacts associated with the construction
phase of the proposed project are not expected sighificant.

Project Operation: Although the new ESP has the capability of usanggydrous ammonia,
which could contribute to Rule 1105.1 complianagmeonia usage is not expected to change
and the amount of waste from the ESP hoppers isote@ to decrease by about 145 pounds per
hour. Currently, the ESPs are not heated, allowatglyst fines to cool and attract atmospheric
moisture. Additional water must be used to cremteatalyst slurry capable of transferring
catalyst fines into transport trucks. The new H®PBpers will be heated to keep the catalyst
fines dry, eliminating this problem, and reduciradatyst fines volume. Therefore, operational
activities resulting from this proposed project aot expected to generate additional hazardous
wastes and are not significant.

16. b) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-25 of the8Ztfal EA, it is expected that each

affected Refinery currently complies with, and upmsmpletion of the proposed project, is

expected to continue to comply with federal, stata] local regulations related to solid and
hazardous wastes. The Ultramar Refinery Rule 11@®mpliance Project is not expected to
adversely affect the ability to comply with federakate, and local solid/hazardous waste
regulations.

16.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded that significant adverse impacts to
solid/hazardous waste are expected to occur asult i construction and operational activities
that refinery operators would undertake in ordecamply with SCAQMD Rule 1105.1. Also,
the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Prpjacsubset of the overall project analyzed
in the 2003 Final EA, will not result in any adversgnificant impacts to solid/hazardous waste.
Based upon these considerations, neither the prajedyzed in the 2003 Final EA for Rule
1105.1, nor the currently proposed Ultramar RefinBule 1105.1 Compliance Project will
cause a substantial increase in previously analynpdcts or new impacts that would result in
an overall significant adverse impact on solid/ndaas waste. Since no significant
solid/hazardous waste impacts were identified, itayation is required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant

Impact Impact
17.0 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the
project:
a) Cause an increase in traffic, which is subsdnti [ %} [

in relation to the existing traffic load and cajgci
of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial
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increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a [ %} O
level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, inchgdi [ [ %}
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design [l L %}
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e) Resultininadequate emergency access ? O O %}
f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? O %}
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or pragsa O O %}

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)?

17.1  Significance Criteria

The impacts on transportation/traffic will be catesied significant if any of the following
criteria apply:

Peak period levels on major arterials are disdipiea point where level of service (LOS)
is reduced to D, E or F for more than one month.

An intersection’s volume to capacity ratio incredsy 0.02 (two percent) or more when
the LOS is already D, E or F.

A major roadway is closed to all through traffaryd no alternate route is available.

There is an increase in traffic that is substantiaelation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system.

The demand for parking facilities is substantiatigreased.
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Water borne, rail car or air traffic is substalfyialtered.
Traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists edpstrians are substantially increased.
17.2 Environmental Setting and Impacts

17. a) and b)As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-26 of the 200&IFEA, the potential for
transportation/traffic impacts associated withdlegvities for all five of the affected refineries
comply with Rule 1105.1 was determined to be lésm tsignificant. Because the currently
proposed project consists of a single refinery'divdaies to comply with Rule 1105.1,
transportation/traffic impacts from the UltramarfiRery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project are
within the scope of the larger project evaluatethen2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1.

About 85 construction workers will be commuting ttee Refinery and about three delivery
trucks per day will be necessary during peak cansbon activities. All construction workers
will be directed to the Refinery for parking singéfficient parking is available at the Refinery.
Construction workers are expected to arrive atviloek sites between 6:30 — 7:00 a.m. and
depart about 3:30 — 4:30 p.m., which would gengralloid peak hour traffic conditions. The
construction activities are expected to avoid gealkr traffic during morning hours, between 7-8
a.m., but could impact the evening peak hour (betw4-6 p.m.). Construction activities are
expected to be limited to about a 13-month penwith the peak construction period limited to
about three months. Therefore, the increase ffictia the area is temporary and will cease
following the completion of construction activitie§he predominate route used to reach the
Refinery is from the Long Beach Interstate 710 Wwageat Anaheim Street. Anaheim Street is
an east-west, six lane divided roadway that camigsut 20,000 to 24,000 vehicles per day.
(SCAQMD, 2004). The projected increase in traffiering the construction phase of the
proposed project is well below a one percent irsea traffic on the local streets and at the
local intersections. In comparison, the estimatedease in construction traffic associated with
the Ultramar Alkylation Improvement Project was aximum of 727 cars per day. The level of
service (LOS) analysis indicated that an increasg2i7 vehicles a day was less than significant
(SCAQMD, 2004). Delivery trucks are expected tmidvpeak hour traffic to minimize the
delivery time. Therefore, the proposed projectactp on traffic during the construction phase
of the proposed project are expected to be lessdigaificant.

The permanent work force at the Refinery is noteekgd to increase as a result of this project
and no increase in operation-related traffic iseex@d. The proposed project is expected to
result in a decrease of nine truck trips per yeatransport ESP hopper catalyst fines and a
maximum increase of one truck trip per year todpamt ammonia. Therefore, the proposed
project is expected to result in an overall de@daseight truck trips per year so no significant
traffic impacts are expected during the operati@mase of the proposed project.

17. ¢) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-26 of the32Bhal EA, the refining of
petroleum products and the specific activity oftcolfing particulate emissions from FCCUs do
not require the transport of materials to or framsleRefinery via air traffic. Thus, the proposed
project is not expected to result in a change tstiexy air traffic patterns. The nearest airpert i
located about 10 miles north of the Ultramar Refyjrend the Refinery is outside of the normal
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flight pattern of this airport. In addition, theopect will not involve the delivery of materialsav
air so no increase in air traffic is expected.

17. d) and e) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-26 of 0@Zinal EA, the siting of the
Refinery is consistent with surrounding land used @affic/circulation in the surrounding areas
of the refineries are designed to accommodate Bwfirelated traffic patterns. Thus, the
proposed project is not expected to substantialtyeiase traffic hazards or create incompatible
uses at or adjacent to the Ultramar Refinery. &$&idm the temporary effects due to an increase
in traffic during the construction phase, the prsgab project is not expected to alter the existing
long-term circulation patterns. Emergency accédbie Refinery will not be impacted by the
proposed project. Further, the Ultramar Refineml wontinue to maintain their existing
emergency access gates and the Refinery’'s emergesppnse plan will not need to be
modified.

17. f) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-27 of ti@3Z8inal EA, no significant adverse
impacts on parking are expected due to implememtaif the 1105.1 compliance projects. The
Ultramar Wilmington Refinery has sufficient on-sparking for all construction workers. No
additional parking will be needed after completadrthe construction phase because no increase
in the work force at the Ultramar Refinery is reqdi Therefore, no significant adverse impact
on parking is expected as a result of the proppsaect.

17. g) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-27 of th@32Binal EA, construction and
operation activities resulting from Rule 1105.1 g@diance projects are not expected to conflict
with policies supporting alternative transportatgince all construction and operation activities
related to controlling emissions from FCCUs wilkcac solely in existing industrial areas. The
Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projedt @gcur within the confines of the existing
Refinery and the increase in traffic will be mininaad temporary during the construction phase.
Following construction, no increase in traffic igpected. The proposed project will be
constructed within the confines of an existing Refy and is not expected to conflict with
adopted policies, plans, or programs supportingrraditive transportation modes (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks).

Based upon these considerations, significant tatesgoon/traffic impacts are not expected from
Ultramar Refinery’s Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project.

17.3 Conclusion

The 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1 concluded that significant adverse impacts to

transportation/traffic are expected to occur asslt of construction and operational activities
that refinery operators would undertake in ordecdmply with Rule 1105.1. Also, the Ultramar
Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project, a subk¢he overall project analyzed in the 2003
Final EA, will not result in any adverse signifitampacts to transportation/traffic. Based upon
these considerations, neither the project analyzédde 2003 Final EA for Rule 1105.1, nor the
currently proposed Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.ImPbance Project will cause a substantial
increase in previously analyzed impacts or new otgptnat would result in an overall significant
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adverse impact on transportation/traffic. Sincesigmificant transportation/traffic impacts were
identified, no mitigation is required or proposed.

Potentially Less Than No Impact
Significant  Significant
Impact Impact

18.0 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.

a) Does the project have the potential to degrhde t [ O %}
quality of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, caudesh
or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually [ %} [
limited, but cumiatively  considerable’
("Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects] an
the effects of probable future projects)

c) Does the project have environmental effects that [ M L
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

18.1 Environmental Setting and Impacts

18. a) As discussed in Appendix C, page 2-28 of the 2803l EA, the mandatory findings for
environmental checklist item 18a) associated witl &ctivities for all five of the affected
refineries to comply with Rule 1105.1 was deterrdine be less than significant. Because the
currently proposed project consists of a singlenegy’s activities to comply with Rule 1105.1,
the mandatory findings of significance associatath ihe Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1
Compliance Project are within the scope of thedapyoject evaluated in the 2003 Final EA for
Rule 1105.1.

Similar to the conclusion for all fine affected ingries in the 2003 Final EA, the proposed
project does not have the potential to adversdcathe environment, reduce or eliminate any
plant or animal species or destroy prehistoric r@sof the past. The proposed project is located
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at a site that is part of an existing industrialilfey, which has been previously disturbed, graded
and developed, and this project will not extena ishvironmentally sensitive areas but will

remain within the confines of an existing, opergtRefinery. For additional information, see

Section 4.0 — Biological Resources and Sectionr-3iltural Resources.

18. b) The 2003 Final EA concluded that overlapping cartdion phases at affected refineries
installing new or rebuilding existing ESPs wouldceed the significance thresholds for CO,
VOC and NOx during the construction phase. Evenmgh SCAQMD Rule 1105.1 will cause a
temporary and significant adverse increase in eamssduring the construction phase, the
temporary net increase in emissions combined whth tbtal emission reductions projected
overall would not interfere with the air qualityggress and attainment demonstration projected
in the AQMP.

CEQA Guidelines indicate that cumulative impactsaoproject shall be discussed when the
project’s incremental effect is cumulatively coresa@ble, as defined in CEQA Guidelines
815355. SCAQMD policy defines cumulatively consatde air quality impacts as impacts that
exceed project-specific significance thresholdsdekd, it is for this reason the SCAQMD’s air
quality significance thresholds apply to both pebjgpecific and cumulative impacts. Since
criteria pollutant emissions from the proposed gebdo not exceed the applicable significance
threshold, they are not considered to be cumulgtivensiderable. As a result, the proposed
Ultramar Rule 1105.1 Compliance Project is not elgx to create significant adverse project-
specific or cumulative air quality impacts durimgnstruction emissions (see Section 3d).

Cumulative operational air quality impacts from iempenting Rule 1105.1 and all other AQMP
control measures considered together, are not tegéx be significant because implementation
of existing rules with future compliance dates atdAQMP control measures is expected to
result in net emission reductions of 0.5 ton per afasolid filterable PM10, and about two tons
per day of condensable PM10 by final rule impleragah and overall air quality improvement.

The Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projeitl add a new ESP to the Refinery

downstream of the two existing parallel ESPs st M10 from the FCCU will be reduced to

levels that will comply with the emission limitatis in Rule 1105.1. The sole purpose of the
proposed project is to comply with Rule 1105.1 tlsat overall PM10 and ammonia emission
limits from the FCCU are achieved. Therefore, mgnsicant adverse air quality impacts are
expected, either individually or cumulatively.

The Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projeidl comply with the AQMP. The
AQMP identifies control measures necessary to teise cumulative air quality problem in the
South Coast Air Basin and lead the Basin into caempk with the state and federal ambient air
quality standards. The modifications to Rule 110&ere specifically identified as a control
measure (Control Measure 97CMB-09) in the 1997 AQEK¥’amended in 1999. Compliance
with Rule 1105.1 is expected to significantly cdmite to the overall improvement of air quality
in the region. Therefore, the Ultramar RefineryeR11105.1 Compliance Project is within the
scope of the larger project evaluated in the 2083dE Rule 1105.1. The proposed project will
assist in the implementation of the SCAQMD’s AQMihd will assist the Basin in moving
towards attainment of the state and national anilaiemuality standards for PM10.
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In evaluating whether the Ultramar Refinery projecindividually significant, the SCAQMD
did not take any emission reduction credit for enois reductions resulting from installation of
the new ESP. However, in evaluating cumulativenifitance, there will be a substantial
decrease in PM10 emissions from all refineries’ BSC Therefore, the Ultramar Refinery Rule
1105.1 Compliance Project will provide an overail guality and, thus, public health benefit,
consistent with the AQMP.

18. ¢) As discussed in Appendix C, on Page 2-28 of the3Ztfal EA, the proposed project
may result in emissions of regulated air pollutaantsl may also increase the hazards at each
affected refinery. Further analysis in the 2008aFEA concluded that Rule 1105.1 would not
generate significant adverse hazard and hazardaisrials impacts. The analysis of the
Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliance Projecthis Negative Declaration concluded that
hazards and hazardous materials impacts would @atignificant and are considered to be
within the scope of the Rule 1105.1 analysis in2863 Final EA. Further, air quality impacts
for the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1 Compliancej&et were analyzed in this Negative
Declaration. Construction air quality impacts weancluded to be within the scope of the
construction analysis in the 2003 Final EA and db exceed construction air quality impacts
that were already presented in that document.hByrthe air quality impacts associated with the
construction of the Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.bnfpliance Project do not exceed the
applicable significance threshold and are not a®red to be cumulatively considerable.

Operational air quality impacts from the proposeoigrt are expected to be beneficial as there
would be a reduction in PM10 emissions from the BC& the Ultramar Refinery and a
reduction in mobile source emissions from the fpansof PM10 wastes.

18.2 Conclusion

In 2003, the SCAQMD prepared a Final EA to evalubteimpacts of adopting Rule 1105.1 to
reduce emissions of PM10 and ammonia from refif@ZUs. The analysis in the 2003 Final
EA concluded that implementation of Rule 1105.1 ldoesult in potentially significant adverse
impacts associated with air quality during condtaucactivities, but that the project impacts on
other environmental resources were less than gignif

After the certification of the 2003 Final EA, Ultmar proceeded with detailed engineering
design to develop a compliance plan for Rule 1109.@ evaluate the project-specific impacts
resulting from the proposed project, this NegatiYeclaration was prepared under CEQA
Guidelines 815189 because the Ultramar Refinergopgsed project did not generate any new
significant adverse environmental impacts or makbstntially worse existing significant
adverse environmental impacts that were alreadyasied in the 2003 Final EA. Further, the air
quality impacts associated with the construction tké Ultramar Refinery Rule 1105.1
Compliance Project do not exceed the applicableifsignce thresholds and are not considered
to be cumulatively considerable. Based on therenmental analysis prepared for the currently
proposed project, the SCAQMD has quantitatively apdhlitatively demonstrated that the
proposed project will not generate any new sigaific adverse impacts and meets the
qualifications for the preparation of a Negativecl@eation per the requirements of CEQA
Guidelines 815070.
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CHAPTER 3.0

ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY

ABBREVIATION DESCRIPTION

AB2588
AB2595
API
ADT
AEL
AHM
AQMD
AQMP
ARB
ATIR
AVR
BACT
Basin
bpd
BTU
BTU/hr
CAA
CAAA
CalARP
CalEPA
Caltrans
CalOSHA
CARB
CCR
CEC
CEMS
CEQA
CFR
CMP
CNEL
CNS
CO
CO
COMS
CPUC
dBA
DOT

Air Toxic "Hot Spots" Information and Assesnt Act
California Clean Air Act

American Petroleum Institute
Average Daily Traffic

Acute Exposure Limit
Acutely Hazardous Material
Air Quality Management District

Air Quality Management Plan

Air Resources Board
Air Toxics Inventory Report
Average Vehicle Ridership

Best Available Control Technology

South Coast Air Basin

barrels per day

British Thermal Units

British Thermal Units per hour

Clean Air Act
Clean Air Act Amendments

California Accidental Release PreventiongiPam
California Environmental Protection Agency

California Department of Transportation
California Occupational Safety and HealtmAnistration
California Air Resources Board

California Code of Regulations
California Energy Commission

Continuous Emissions Monitoring System
California Environmental Quality Act

Code of Federal Regulations

Congestion Management Plan

community noise equivalent level

Central nervous system

carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

Continuous Operations Monitoring System
California Public Utilities Commission
A-weighted noise level measurement in decibels
Department of Transportation
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DTSC

EIR
ERPG
°F
FCCU
FEMA
G

gpm
H>
HAZOP
HMBP
HRA
ICU
ID #
ISCST3
°K
LACFD
LACSD
LACDPW
LADWP
LAER
LEL
Ibs
Ibs/hr
I—dn

Leq
Lmax
Lmin
LOS
LPG
Lpk
M-2
MACT
m/s
MATES
MEIR
MEIW
mmBtu/hr
m/s
mw

N>
NAAQS

nanograms//

NESHAPS

California Environmental
Substances Control

Protection Agency, p@gment of Toxic

Environmental Impact Report
Emergency Response Planning Guideline

Degrees Fahrenheit

Fluid Catalytic Cracking Unit
Federal Emergency Management Agency

acceleration of gravity
gallons per minute

Hydrogen

hazards and operation process
Hazardous Materials Business Plan

Health Risk Assessment

Intersection Capacity Utilization

Identification number

Industrial Source Complex Model Short T&fension 3

degrees Kelvin

Los Angeles County Fire Department

Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts

Los Angeles Department of Public Works

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
lowest achievable emission reduction

lower explosive limit

pounds

pounds per hour

day-night average sound level
energy equivalent sound level

Maximum sound level
Minimum sound level
Level of Service
liquefied petroleum gas
Peak sound level

zone code associated with Heavy Manufacturing
Maximum Achieved Control Technologies

meters per second

Multiple Air Toxic Exposure Study
maximum exposed individual resident
maximum exposed individual worker
million British thermal units per hour

meters per second
megawatts

nitrogen

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

nanograms per cubic meter

National Emission Standards for Hazardou®ollutants
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NFPA
NIOSH
NOP
NOx
NPDES
NS
NSPS
NSR
OSHA
PAH's
pH
PM10
PM2.5

ppbv
ppm

ppmv
PRD

PRC
PSD
psi

psia
psig
PSM
RCRA
RECLAIM
REL
ReVAP
RFG
RMP
RMPP
RVP
RWQCB
SB
SCAB
SCAG
SCAQMD
SCE
SCR
SCS
SOy
SOx
SPCC
SRU
SWPPP
SWRCB

National Fire Protection Agency

National Institute of Occupational Safetylathealth
Notice of Preparation

nitrogen oxide

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination (8ys
No significant impacts

New Source Performance Standards

New Source Review

Occupational Safety and Health Administnatio
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons

potential hydrogen ion concentration

particulate matter less than 10 microns\ageint aerodynamic diameter
particulate matter less than 10 microns exdent aerodynamic diameter

parts per billion by volume

parts per million

parts per million by volume

pressure relief devices

Public Resources Code

Prevention of Significant Deterioration
pounds per square inch

pounds per square inch absolute

pounds per square inch (gauge)

Process Safety Management Program
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Regional Clean Air Incentives Market
Reference exposure level

Reduced Volatility Alkylation Process
reformulated fuels gasoline

Risk Management Program

Risk Management and Prevention Program
Reid Vapor Pressure

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los &tes Region
Senate Bill

South Coast Air Basin

Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Southern California Edison Company
Selective Catalytic Reduction

Soil Conservation Service

sulfur dioxide

sulfur oxide

Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure
Sulfur Recovery Unit

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

State Water Resources Control Board
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T-BACT
TACs
TDM
TDS
TPH
USDOT
U.S. EPA
uscC
USDA
ug/l
ug/nt
UVCE
VIC
VOC
volatiles
WRD

Toxics Best Available Control Technology
toxic air contaminants
transportation demand management
total dissolved solids
total petroleum hydrocarbons
United States Department of Transportation
United States Environmental Protectionrfoye
United States Code
United States Department of Agriculture
micrograms per liter
micrograms per cubic meter
Unconfined Vapor Cloud Explosion
volume to capacity ratio
volatile organic compounds
purgeable organics
Water Replenishment District
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TERM

Alkylation

Alkylate
Anhydrous
Aqueous
Aromatics
Barrel
Blending

Catalyst

Cracking

Distillation

Flares

Heat exchanger

Heater

GLOSSARY

DEFINITION

The reaction of low-molecular-weight @iles with an isoparafin
to produce a saturated compound of high octane aumb

The product of an alkylation process.

Free from water.

Formed from water, having a water base.

Hydrocarbons which contain one or monmezkee rings.

42 gallons.

One of the final operations in refining, which two or more
different components are mixed together to obth& desired

range of properties in the finished product.

A substance that promotes a chemicaliozatd take place but
which is not itself chemically changed.

The process of breaking down higher madsscuveight
hydrocarbons to components with smaller molecukeighis by
the application of heat; cracking in the presenta suitable
catalyst produces an improvement in product yield quality
over simple thermal cracking.

The process of heating a liquid to ib®iling point and
condensing and collecting the vapor.

Emergency equipment used to incinerateamfigases during
upset, startup, or shutdown conditions.

Process equipment used to trans&rfltom one medium to
another.

Process equipment used to raise the teraperaf refinery
streams processing.
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Hydrocarbon

Hydrotreater

Hydrotreating

Isomerization

Liquefied Petroleum Gas
(LPG)

Naphtha

Octane

Olefins

Palentological

Peak Hour

Reactor

Refinery gas

Organic compound containing hydrogesh aarbon, commonly
occurring in petroleum, natural gas, and coal.

A machine that treats hydrocarbons.

A process to catalytically stabilizeetroleum products of
feedstocks by reacting them with hydrogen.

The rearrangement of straight-chaidréccarbon molecules to
form branch chain products; normal butane maysbeerized
to provide a portion of the isobutane feed needed the
alkylation process.

Liquefied light end gasisnoused for home heating and
cooking; this gas is usually 95 percent prag the remainder
being split between ethane and butane.

A crude distillation unit cut in the rarafeC;-42®; naphthas
are subdivided — according to the actual crudelldisbn cuts -
into light, intermediate, heavy, and very heavygwirnaphthas;
a typical crude distillation operation would be:

Cr-160° - light naphtha
160-280 - intermediate naphtha
280-330 - heavy naphtha
330-420 - very heavy naphtha

Measurement of the burning quality of theoljae; reflects the
Suitability of gasoline to perform in internal cousdbion
engines smoothly without letting the engine knockiag.

Hydrocarbons that contain at least two easgjoined by double
bonds; olefins do not naturally occur in crude but are
formed during the processing.

Prehistoric life.

This typically refers to the hour durithg AM peak period
(typically 7 AM to 9 AM) or the PM peak period (tigally
4 PM to 6 PM) in which the greatest number of ulgs trips
are generated by a given land use or are traveim@ given
roadway.

Vessels in which desired reactions takeepla

Gas produced from refinery operatisesd primarily for

3-6
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(fuel gas)

Reformate

Reformulated
gasoline

Reid Vapor Pressure

Seiches

Stripper or Splitter
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combustion in refinery heaters and logile

One of the products from a reformer; farmeed naptha; the
naptha is then upgraded in octane by means ofytatair
thermal reforming process.

New gasoline required under the fd&ean Air Act and
California Air Resources Board to redeicgssions.

The vapor pressure of a pratktetmined in a volume of air
four times greater than the liquid volume at “®(Reid vapor
pressure (RVP) is an indication of the vapor-logikdency of a
motor gasoline, as well as explosion and evapordtazards.

A vibration of the surface of a lake odlaoked sea that varies
in period from a few minutes to several hours aimiciv many
change in intensity.

Refinery equipment used toasafe two components in a feed
stream; examples include sour water strippers amghtha
splitters.



